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PREFACE. 


The subject of the following Disserfte-tioii K 
generally allowed to be one, both of high im¬ 
portance and of great difficulty, 

“ From no source," says Mr. Rica^’do, ‘‘,^0 so 
many errors, and so much difference of opinion 
ill the science of political economy proceed, 
as from the vague ideas wliioh - attached 
to the word value.” And thtfc same eminent 
writer, in the preface to the third (‘dition of the 
Principles of Political Economy and Taxation, 
emphatically terms it a difficult subject. ‘‘ In 
this edition,” says he, “ I have endeavoured 
to explain more fully than in the last, my 
opinion on the difficult subject of Value,” 
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IV.: 

It is rei3&ed by another author, that he 
who is fiilly master of the subject of Value is 
already a good political economist.” Even 
for its own sake,” he adds, “ the subject is a 
matter curious speculation: but in relation 
to Political Economy it is all in all: for most 
of the errors (and, what is mucli worse than 
'Errors, most of the perplexity) prevailing in 
this science take their rise from this source*.” 

Although much has been written and many 
efforts have been made to overcome the ob¬ 
stacles, which present themselves in thiwS part of 
economical vscieiice, it iriay be affirmed with 
little risk of contradiction, that the success 
has not been iip pro})ortion to the labour be¬ 
stowed. There appears to have been too little 
circumspection at the outset. The ground¬ 
work of the subject has not been examined 

* The Templars’ Dialogues on Political Economy, 
in the London Magazine for April, 1824, pages 341 
and 342. 
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with that minuteness and closeness of attention 

' • 

which are due to its importance. Writers on 
political economy have generally contented 
themselves with a short definition of the term 
value, and a distinction of the property de¬ 
noted by it into several kinds, aCnd have then 
proceeded to employ the word with various . 
degrees of laxity. Not one of them has 

brought into distinct view and discussion the 
nature of the idea represented by this term, or 
the inferences which a full perception oT its 
meaning immediately ^suggests; and the neg¬ 
lect of this preliminary’labour has created dif¬ 
ferences of opinion and perplex^,ies of thought, 
which otherwise could never have existed. 

There has been still more laxity, both of 
thought and expression, regarding the mea¬ 
surement of value. The^ vague manner in 
which the word measure, necessarily of fre¬ 
quent occurrence in the pages of the political 
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ecoaomist, is constantly employed, would sur- 
prise even the metaphysician, who is well aware 
of the extensive prevalence and unbounded in¬ 
fluence of the chameleon-like properties of 
language. No writer (as far as the author of the 
following pages is acquainted with works on 
economical science) has ever taken the trouble to 
analyse the meaning involved in the phrase. To 
measure value is an expression apparently so 
simple, so precise, so free from obscurity, that 
it s&ms superfluous to bestow a single inquiry 
on its import. The qonsequence has been 
what it, geiienilly proves on such occasions: 
the term lias b^en used without any clear per¬ 
ception of a Melinite sense; several ideas 
liavc been unconsciously and indiscriminately 
interchanged, and analogies, which had merely 
an imaginary existence, have been assumed as 
incontrovertible premises or univ(3rsally con¬ 
ceded postulates. 
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The causes of value have been also too neg¬ 
ligently passed over. Little inquiry has been 
made into the nature of thefte causes, or their 
mode of operation, and to this slightness of 
examination may be attributed several import¬ 
ant errors, manifested in attempts at undue 
generalization, in perversioAs of language, 
and in the rejection of circumstances which 
have a real and permanent effect 

A singular confusion has also prevailed with 
regard to the ideas of measuring andrcausing 

value, and in the language employed to express 

« 

them. The perpetual shifting froni^one notion 

to the other, the use of common terms for both 

t 

ideas, and the consequent ambiguity, vacilla¬ 
tion, and perplexity, exhibit a remarkable 
picture of the difficulty of thinking with close¬ 
ness, as well as of the defects of language as 
an instrument of reasoning. 

The confusion and obscurity, which mark the 
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works of some of the most celebrated writers on 
^ese momentous topics, are sufficient to make 
the student abandon his inquiries on the very 
threshold of the science. Words used without 
determinate rideas, terms introduced without 
proper explanations, definitions abandoned al¬ 
most ^ soon as enunciated, principles assumed 
* 1 . 

without first being examined, verbal instead of 
real simplifications—such are the obstacles 
which everj^liere meet him. 

Thatsiefects of this kind disfigure the science 

of political economy, no one acquainted with 

$ 

the most recent works on the subject will pro- 
bably deny, although a difl'erence of opinion 
may exist regarding the extent to wliich they 
prevail. It would be presumptuous in the 
author of the following treatise to suppose, that 
he had completely removed them from that 
part of the science which he has attempted to 
examine. He trusts, nevertheless, that he has 
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done something, if not towards directly effecting 
that object, at least towards opening the way 
for subsequent endeavours. * If he has not sue* 
ceeded in putting all his propositions in a clear 
liglit, and finally settling the vatious contro¬ 
verted questions which he brings under review, 
yet he may hope that he has* introduced them 
in such a manner as will excite in others the 
interest and attention requisite for their ulti¬ 
mate determination. Free, on his own part, 
from particular attachment to any of the po¬ 
sitions which he has maintained, although im- 

* 

pressed with that clear conviction of their 

soundness, without which it would be absurd 

. f . - 

to intrude them on public notice; and sensible 
of the thousand ways in which error imposes 
itself on the understanding in the character of 
truth, be will be glad of an opportunity of re- 
considering his opinions, under the guidance of 
a mind wliich has reached a higher point of 
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view than his own; nor will it greatly surprise 
him to discover,* that he has fallen into errors 
and misconceptions as deep and as radical as 
any of those which be has found or fancied iu 
the speculations of others. 

From the defects here imputed to the 
science, it is evident that in any work, which 
professes to examine and remove them, the 
points discussed must be questions as to the 
use of terms, the distinction of ideas, the lo¬ 
gical dependence of arguments, rather than 
questions of fact or evidence, and that its cha- 

i 

raster will be essentially critical, and even 
polemic. In endeavouring to define the nature 
of ideas, to fix the meaning of terms, to in¬ 
vestigate first principles, and to determine the 
real objects and results of inquiry, it was im- 
possible, it would have been vrorse than use¬ 
less, not to advert to the works of preceding 
writers, although at the expense perhaps of 
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that neatness and elegance of deduction, of 
which the subject is susceptible*; and certainly 
at the risk of incurring, if not hostility, at 
least the utmost severity of examination from 
the talents and acumen, which simh a course 
necessarily puts on the defemive. In the pre¬ 
sent state of political econo,fny, howei^er, a 
critical reference to the doctrines of preceding 
and contemporary economists cannot be 
avoided,*and ought not to be avoided if it 
could, A mere direct expository treatise wouy 

be of far inferior utility. However true a 

« 

doctrine may be, it is of little service UIItil>i44, 
relation to other doctrines, and its connection 
with knowledge already extant, has been 
shown. Embarrassed as the science is with 
difficulties on which opinion is divided, it 
is of the utmost importance for its future 
progress, not only to explain and establish 
correct principles, but to expose the de- 
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lusion which has formerly misled, to trace 

the process of errors to mark the particular 

* 

point where inquiry departed from the right 
path, or where the unperceived fallacy, which 
has vitiated a train of reasoning, first insinuated 
itself into the ai’gurnent. The science cannot 
yet be exhibited as a regular and perfect 
structure. The rubbish must be removed, the 
ground cleared, the scaffolding taken down, 
and all unnecessar}^ and cumbrous appendages 
must be'discarded, before the building can rise 
upon the eye in that simple beauty in which it 

i 

f^ndusimed hereafter to appear. 

The writer, on whose doctrines the following 
treatise principallj animadverts, is generally 
regarded as the ablest economist of his day. 
It has been unfortunate, perhaps, for Mr. Ri- 
cardos ultimate reputation, and certamly for 
the science which he cultivated, that his ad¬ 
mirers have extolled him beyond the sobriety 



PREFACE. Xlll 

of truth. Strong powers of mind he un¬ 
questionably possessed; otherwise,, he could 
neither have produced the ’^'orks which have 
associated his name with the political measures 
of the age, nor could he have inspired those 
sentiments of admiration andrdcfevence, which 
have been so warmly manifested by men,*them- 
selves of no common talents. It i? probable, 
however, that the excess of their admiration 
has blinded them to his defecrs ; that they have 
been too much occupied with the exceMence pf 
his speculations to note the errors by which 
they are disfigured* It would be 
any other supposition, to account for the ex- 

f 

travagant praises which have been heaped on 
his Principles of Political Economy and Tax¬ 
ation. One of •our most distinguished living 
economists designates it as a work rivalling 
the ‘ Wealth of Nations’ in importance, and 
excelling it in profoundness and originality^/’ 

* A Pise, on Pol. Econ., by J. R. M‘Cull(Kib, Esq., p.65. 
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“ Tlie powers of mind,” says the same writer, 
** displayed in these investigations — the dex¬ 
terity with which' the most abstruse and diffi¬ 
cult questions are unravelled —the unerring sa¬ 
gacity with which the operation of general and 
fixed principles is investigated — the skill with 
which they are separated and disentangled 
from such as are of a secondary and accidental 
nature—and the penetration with which their 
remotest consequences are perceived and esti¬ 
mated-*^ have never been surpassed; and will 
for ever secure^ the name of Ricardo a high 
«edmpicuous place in the list of those, who 
have done most to unfold the complex mecha¬ 
nism of society, afid to carry this science to 
perfection.” 

Conceding that Mr. Ricardo has displayed 
considerable originality and power of intellect, 
we may yet be permitted to doubt, whether this, 
splendid eulogium is not far beyond his real de¬ 
serts. It is not easy to conceive by what process 
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a superiority above Adam Smith, as a profound 
and original thinker, can be inferred from their 
respective works. To raise the ftcience from 
the condition in which it was found by the lat¬ 
ter, to that state of dignity and Importance in 
which it appeared in the .Wealth of Nations, 
seems to an ordinary view to have required a 

t ** 

far more comprehensive mind, and greater 
powers of skilful disquisition, than to discover 
and to follow out to their consequences the ori¬ 
ginal truths, few or many, which distin^ish 4he 
pages of the Principles of Political Economy and 
Taxation. The piaise, too, of dextcp*it^ 
veiling difficult questions is surely misapplied. 
The obscurity which is alfnost universally felt, 
and felt even'by readers accustomed to close¬ 
ness of reasonlhg, and not sparing of vigorous 
attention, in many of Mr. Ricardo’s discussions, 
incontestably proves, even on the supposition of 
their perfect accuracy, a want of skill in the ma- 
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nagement of his materials, a defect either in 
the disposition of his ideas or tlie employment 
of his terms. It is the triumph of dexterity in 
dissertation to present every propOKsition in 
such due ord^ and such perspicuous language, 
as to lead the reader to imagine, that he should 
himself have expressed the meaning nearly in 
the same manner and in the same vrordr. There 
is scarcely a single train of thought in the 
Wealth of Nations, which a mere tyro would 
feel it difficult to follow^, and of which the aim 
and connection with the subject would not be 
•*p*<r^Si?nynntelligible : but there are many ob¬ 
servations in the writings of Mr, Ricardo, which 

( 

it requires the effort of a vigorous mind to 
connect with the other propositions amongst 
which they stand. ^ His ideas are often 
imperfectly developed, and his reasoning ap¬ 
pears elliptical and disjointed; defects, in¬ 
deed, which have possibly elevated rather 
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than lowered his standing in general estima- 
tion. The 

“ ormte i<i;n()tnm pro magirifico' 
is not without its exemplifications in the field of 
science, and the reputation of an afithor for pro¬ 
fundity is sometimes enhanced by an intermixture 
of the unintelligible, many readers tacftly as- 
cribing unusual sagacity to one, who is able to 
understand what is incomprehensible to them¬ 
selves ; while a lucid arrangement of ideas, a 
manifest dependence of arguments, and H perspi¬ 
cuity of languagej such as mark a complete mas¬ 
tery of the subject,•a})pear too easy fiats 
to infuse the slightest suspicion of tlje depth and 

vigour of intellect from wliich they proceed, 
# 

and of which thev are the surest indications. 

The occasional obscurity, which clouds Mr, Ri¬ 
cardo’s writings, has sometimes been attributed 

• 

to his style, and sometimes to his ambition of 
paradox. But if by style we are to under- 


h 
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stand the selection pf words, and the mode of 
combining them into sentences, the former solu¬ 
tion is incorrect, for his language is uncom¬ 
monly precise and perspicuous, and the con¬ 
struction of liis periods is simple and compact. 
The latter explication is, if possible, still more 
unfounded, there being an evident simplicity of 
aim and steady pursuit after truth in his writ¬ 
ings, such as are natural to a mind of any ori¬ 
ginality, and which exclude the idea that lie 
indulged the contemptible ambition of per¬ 
plexing his readers. The defect had a deeper 
is to be traced/ as the following 
pages will show, to an original perplexity and 

confusion in some” fundamental ideas, from 

¥ 

which he was never able to extricate himself. 
Although Mr, Ricardo possessed remarkable lo- 

I ’ 

gieal powers/he seems to have been less gifted 

'i.j 

with analyticaisubtilty; and henc^ his writings 
furnish an instance of what the bbserver of the 
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human mind must liave frequently seen exem¬ 
plified, that the strongest poWers of reasoning 
arc an insuflncieut security Against gross error, 
if unaccompanied by that incessant analysis of 
terms and propositions, and that intense con¬ 
sciousness of intellectual joperations, which 
are the properties of a m^physical 'genius. 
Of this cast of intellect, the rfost sfeking 


instance perhaps which our own times, af- 
ford is to te found in tlie writings, of the late 
Professor of Moral Philosophy in the* imivjer- 
sity of Edinburgh, Dr. Thomas Brown; a man 

t • 

who possessed, iu.an almost unrivaljig;! 
the capacity of looking into the mechanism of 
his own mind, and seeing 4he impalpable phe¬ 
nomena of thought and feeling, as well as the 
power of flingiwg to a distanqe the embarrassing 
influence of words, and fixing his eye with 
keen penetration on ^e things which they re-, 
presented, stripped of the covering of language, 
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and freed from every tinge of feeling and asso¬ 
ciation 

To judge from his writings, Mr. Ricardo 
possessed little of this faculty; little conscious- 
ness of the nature of the operations in which 
he excelled, and little iamiliarity with the ana¬ 
lysis of terms. His was a sort of natural vigour 
of reasoning, exerting itself without the ad¬ 
vantages of discipline, without much acquaint- 

author feels a pleasure in paying' this passinj^ 

«■ 

tribute to the talents of a philosopher, who has taken 

a giant-stride in the scienee to whieh he 4cvoted him- 

*i*t#!f?t!n3li^«KwiU he hereafter considered us one of the 

roost remarkable men of a period prolific in great names. 

The reputation of vvritiegs like his, far in advance of the 

age in which they Uppear, making no appeals to the senses, 

and having no obvious connection with tin; immediate and 

*» 

palpable affairs of life, is necessarily of slow growth, but 
it will flourish when hundreds of names, which fill more of 

t 

the public ear, have passed to that oblivion which certainly 
awaits them. 
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ance with the instruments employed, or much 

* ^ 

thought regarding the methods of applying 
them: and although his lo*gical powers kept 
him in general to the employment of a term in 
one uniform sense when he clearljTdiscerned it, 
yet, in cases where he hapf»^ied unconsciouwsly 
to change the meaning, or tolbe unaware of an 
ambiguity, his inaptness at analysis precluded 
all chance of his subsequently correcting any 
deviation, and the very strictness of his deduc¬ 
tions only led him further into error. Starting 
from a given pro|josition, be would reason from 
it with admirable eJosenessj but lie ssbriAs 
to have been sent back, by the strangeness of the 
results at which lie arrived, Ho a reconsideration 
of the principle from which he set out, nor to 
have boon rons^ to a suspicion of some lurk¬ 
ing ambiguity in his ternivS. Hence it might. 

• 

have been predicted, that he would commit 
oversights in liis premises and assumptions, for 
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which no subsequent severity of logic could 

s ^ 

compensate. 

Perhaps these remarks will serve to explain 
how it is, that Mr. Ricardo has been eulogized 
for his inexbrable consistency in the use of 
words, and particulArly for his sternly insisting 
on the* true sense of the word value, and on 
using it only in one senseIf the author of 
the following pages has been at all successful, 
in establishing the justness of the strictures 
which he has hazarded, this praise must be al¬ 
lowed to be unfounded; for it will be seen, that in 
.Uli«r«asev&4he word value he has almost perpe- 
tually lorsaken his* own definition: yet an incon¬ 
sistency of this sortls hy no means incompatible 
with a general strictness in the employment ol 
terms. If the preceding obsei'vations are cor¬ 
rect, a writer may be rigorously consistent in 


^ Tcwplftrs’ Dialog^ucs, Introduction. 
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the use of his tenns through a long tfain of rea¬ 
soning, while the whole of his conclusions may 
be vitiated by an unperceived transition from 
one meaning to another in the original adjust¬ 
ment of his premises, or in the steps of liis 
argument. 

n 

Besides Mr. Ricardo, the only Writers on whom 
there are any strictures worthy of notice in the 
following work, are Mr. Malthus, Mr. Mill, 
and the author of the Templars* Dialogues on 
Political Economy, published in the -iondon 
Magazine; of whom the two latter may be 
considered as havkig adopted the trines of 
Mr. Ricardo with little variation. 

Mr. Malthus and Mr. •Mill are too well 
known to the students of political economy, to 
render it nece.^ary to say any thing in this 
place as to their general merits, and it can ex¬ 
cite no surprise that the, writings of either 
should be subjects of examination in a treatise 
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of this nature. With the Templars’ Dialogues 

♦ ^ 

OE Political Economy, probably fewer are ac¬ 
quainted, from tbeYorm in which they came be¬ 
fore the public; and on this account, as well as 
from their stMe of incompleteness, they would 
not have occupied so'many of the ensuiuiy pa^s, 
had not the writer of the present work regarded 

c f 

them as ah exposition of several of Mr. Ri¬ 
cardo s principles, peculiarly adapted to try their 
validity. 

. Jldopting Mr. Ricardo’s doctrines, the author 
of the Dialogues traces them fearlessly to their 
legitimaKiii^^onsequences, wkh a directness of 
logical deduction which nothing diverts; with 

I 

great copiousness dud felicity of illustration, 
great dexterity in putting forward the different 
parts of his theme, and an occasional humour, 
which even on a subject of this kind is irresLs- 

f 

tible. It must be obvious that a work of this 
character, pressing intrepidly forward from the 
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premises to the conclusion, and flinching from 
no consequences at which it arrives, forms a sort 
of e^vperimnium crucis^ by which the truth or 
falsity of the principles maintained will be ren- 
dered manifest, and is the very kitjd of exposi* 
tion which an examiner of/their correctness 
would desire. 


It was in fact the clear, able, and*\mcompru- 
mising manner in which the author of the Dia¬ 
logues explained the principles of Mr. Ricardo, 
together with the startling and (the jjresent 
writer must be permitted to say) the extrava¬ 
gant consequences to which he pushed them, 
that first suggested the following treatise, the 
author of which takes this,opportunity of ex¬ 
pressing his regret (a regret shared by many 
others), that di.simssions so valtiablb .lor either 

,'*'i ‘ 

confirming or disproving the doctrines which they 

enforced, should not ha^febeen conducted to thdr 

, ' / 

proper and their promised teriiination. 
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CHAPTER X 
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I? 

i « 

» 

ON THE NATUEE OF-VALOE. 

Value, in its ultimatesefise, appear to mean 
the esteem in which any object is held. It de¬ 
notes, strictly speaking, an effect produced o?n the 
mind ; but as we are accustomed in other43a8es 
to give a common name to a feeling and to 
the cause which hks excited it, and to blend 
them together in out thoughts, so in this case 
we regard value as a quality of external ob¬ 
jects. Colour and fragrance^ for example, are 
words which designate both the cause and tlie 
effect, both the material quality which produces 
the feeling in the mind, and the feeling pro¬ 
duced. The philosopher, however, is the only, 
one who discerns tiie distinction, and colour 
and fragrance are never thought of by the ge- 

< B 
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UeraUtjT of m©Q, but as qualities of extetnal 
objects. * , ‘ 

It k precisely in Ihe eaiide iifay, ftat value is 
regarded as a qualily belou^g to the objects 
around us. We lose sight of the feeling of the 
mind, and consider only the power*which the 
object possesses of exciting as something 

I* 

external and ind^ndent. 

It is not, however, a simple feeling of esteem, 
to Tfhich the name of value, as used by the po* 
litical economist, can be given. When we con¬ 
sider objects in themselves, without reference 

t * 

to each other; the emotion of pleasure or sa- 
tisfimtion, with which we regard flieir utility or 
beauty/can scarcely take the appellation of 
value. It is only when objects are considered 
hither hs JSubjeCts of preference or exchange, 
that the specific feeling of value can arise. 
When they are so considered^ our esteem for 
one objeci or our wish to possess it, may be 
equal to, or greater, or less than our esteem for 
another: it may, for instance, be doubly as 
great, Or, in other words, we would give (me 
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of lie former for two of ^So ]^ng 

as we regarded objects ^ingtyj Ve 
a great degree 0!^^ admiMfioOP or for 

them, btit we ooold ow M 

anydefiaitemiiBi,^. lH«reT^, wef«gto^ 
two objects ae sabjeots of or exehlu^e^ 
we apj^ear to aecjttire the of ei;preseji^ 
our feelings widi premsion, we mf, for insfonoe^ 
that one A k, in our e^al 

B. But tiis is not the expression of positive, 
but of jsektive esteem; <«*, inore oostesctljr^ of 
the rehrtlan in iriiick A -iu«i » stand tq,e«* 
Other in our estinmtion. This relation can be 
denote4 tMsly hy The value of a is 

expresiied by the quantity of 0 for which it will 
exchange^ and the value of B is in the same 
way expressed by the quanti^of a. Hence the 
value of A may be termed the power which it 
possesjses cur confem of purchasing' or cm* 

•t 

minding b in exchange. If, from any consi* 
deration, or anymumbet^oCcnu^iderations, 
esteem one a as hi^ly as two b, and are wil- 
ling to exchange the two commodities in tliat 

B 2 
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ratip, it may be cowecdy said, th^.t a has the 
power *l|lf commanding two b, or that b has 
the poWer of coKiraanding half of a. 

The definition of Adarfi Smith, therefore, 
that the value of an object “ expresses the 
power of purchasing other goods, which the 
-possession of that object conveys,” is substan- 
^ly correct; and as it is plaib and intelligible, 
it may be taken as the basis of our subsequent 
reasonings, without any farther metaphysical 
investigation. 

According to this dei§.nition, it is essential 
to value, that there should be two objects 

'r ' ' 

brought into comparisons^. • It cannot be pre¬ 
dicated *of one thing considered alone, and with- 
out reference to another thing. If the value of 
an object is its power of purchasing, there must 
be something to purchase. Value denotes 
consequently nothing phsitiye or intrinsic, but 


^ “ W€ cannot express value, or a varietion of value, 
witiKmt a compaHsoii twp tonim Inquiry Into 

the Nature aucl Origin of Pul^c \Vealth, by the Earl of 
Lauderdale, p. IB, second edition. . . 
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merely the relation in which two bb^ct$ staijd 

1 ^ ' T'V ^ V 

to each other as e^cchangeahle cmnmojiities. ’ 

In the circumstance, .that it dbhotei a riela- 
tioh between twp oh|e!cts,' and caimot be predi- 
cated of any commodify^w^onl an expfejsis or 
implied reference to some either commodity, 
value bears a resemblance to distance. As we 
cannot speak of the distance pf^ny onjcbt 
without implying some other object^ betwe^ 
which and the former this relation exists, so we 
cannot speak of the value of a commodity but 
in reference tp another commodity compared 

' ’’ * , ^ ‘ ■</S . I ^ ‘ 

with it. A thins: cannot be valuable iri itself 
without reference to another thing, any more 
than a filing can be distant in itself without re¬ 
ference to another thing. ' 

It follows from this view of value as a rela- 

' .s'''. 

I ' I ' J 1 

tion, that it cannot alter as to one of the objects 
compared, without alteriug its to the other. It 
would be an absuidity to suppose, that the value 
of A to n could alifer, and not &e value of b to 
a; that A could rise in value to B, and b re- 
«main stationary in value to a ; an absurdity of 
much the same kind as supjioSing, that tbe dis- 



6 


. OK aifji 


tafioe of tibe eart& fk»m the sun could be at- 
tet^d, while the distance of the sun from the 
earth remsdn^d as before, 

Suppose that at some former period, tdten the 
value of coajmodities Was determined by the 
quantity of labour required to produce them, 
A and B were the t>tity eJtchangeaWe commo¬ 
dities, in gxisteUce, and that they Were of 
equal value. If, from any circumstances, a 
should, at a subsequent period, require double 
the quantity of labour for its production, while 

coiUinued to require cmly the saape, a 
would become of double value to b ; or, in 
other words, one a would exchange for two b. 
But although B continued to be produced by 
the same labour, it would iiOl continue of the 
same value, for it would exchange for only 
half the quantity of a, the only commodity, 
by the supposition, with which \i could be cotti^ 
pared* 

lit may be objected to ftis representation of 
the relative nature of yalne, thet When we say 
the value of a is equal' to the “value of B) the * 
expression implte a quality intrinsic and abso-*” 
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lute isx each; .for 


j, "' hpw cpuid 


_ ' ' ' ' + 

ajB|w equality exisl^ hel;we6i^ 

two values ? If the tetm; vahfe deiiolel^mei^jr 
a relation };^tween a and b, , would if not be 
absurd to talk of the ; eqt^ of |h€ir 
just as it wc^d be absu^^^ 

distaUee between the Spii t^e earth; to talk 
of m Equality of ftpir dist8iuG& from 
other'? T ^t, 

Ip reply to ,^is bbjedS^,/ if Ve,6 
real import of ^our expressiou; wh'afi^-Wp7 a|i$ '!N!y^ 
the value of a td b^ equal to die yaluei>f b, 
wp shall find Itplmean pE!ii}fe more idr less 
than tha l A . \vdf w for 1^^ 
simple firoposition ■ cohtaiuf the whole atoount 
of meanmg coAched drider the phrase, and 
it obviously expresses or includes no intrinsic 
or absolute quality in either cimimodity, but 
merely states a r&latioh stand to 

each otlier. ■ 

' ...s'." 

The phraise^ the value.of a is liqual to tile 
value of B,. W ) in A view, of the subject hoi 
sdtogether accurate; ttet is to say, if ; we 

. ■ ' ‘ • ’ ' ‘'i ‘ , I ' 

Speak only,of two db^jecte; without xefeiej^e^^ 


^5 
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ally Others. But it wHl be found, that, in speak¬ 
ing of the value of a being equal to &e vaine 
of B, we are led'to use the expression by the 
constant reference which we unavoidably make 
to the relations of these commodities to other 
commodities, particularly to money, and the 
import of our language, in its whole extent, is, 
that A and b bear an equal relation to a third 
commodity, or to commodities in general. 

It is from this circumstance of constant re- 
fqi^nco to other commodities, or to money, 
when, ,we are speaking of the relation between 
any two commodities,, that the notion of value, 
as something intrinsic and absolute, has arisen. 

r 

When we compare objects with each other as 
exchangeable commodities,, two relations ne¬ 
cessarily mix themselves in our comparison — 
the mutual relation of the objects, and their re¬ 
lations to other objects; and it is these latter 
which occasion the semblance of absolute 
vajue, because they se’em ind^endent of the 
former,, which is the immediate object of our 
attentiem. Indeed, it is generally by their re-: 
lation to a third commodity, that we can at all 
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ascertain the mutual relttibn of two commodi* 
ties which we are desirous of comparing, if we 
wish to know wdiether a a*b(ji B are equal in 
value, we shall in most casea be under the ne- 
cessity of finding the value of eafh in c; and, 
when we afiSrm that the valu^ of a is equal to 
the value of B, we mean only that the ratio of 
A to c is equal to the ratio of b to c, I 

The relative nature of value has not, it ap¬ 
pears to inej>becn distinctly seen or uniformly 
kept ill view by our best writers on the subject. 
Mr. Ricardo, for instance, who agrees with 
Dr. Smith in his definition of value, asserts, that 
if any one commodity could be found, which 
now and at all times required precisely the 
same quantity of labour to produce it, that 
commodity would be of an’unvarying value*. 

* 'Principles of Bol, Econ. p. 10, 2d ed. Mr. Ricai'do 
has withdrawn this sentence in his 3d edition, and pre¬ 
sented his readers with a new section, in which his doc- 
triiics are considWahly modified. The alterations, how¬ 
ever, do not, as will be shown immediately, at all affect 
the justness of the atrietures in the And it may iclso 
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\ ^ I 

If valufe, iowever, denotes merely a relation, 

, I 

this proposition cannot be true. We may ask, 

r 

to what would tiiis commodity bear an in¬ 
variable »value ?, What is the correlative ? 
Would it bea^r the same value to,all <?ther com¬ 
modities? It might do so, it is true, but cer¬ 
tainly not in consequence of being produced 
by an.unvm'ying quantity of labour; for while 

the labour, in this instance, remained a fixed 

/ 

quantity, yet if the labour in other ;ibommodities 
were increased or diminished, the relations of 
value 4 g>etween this one commodity, and all 
others, would, on Mr. Ricardo's own principle, 
be instantly altered. 

If com, for example, always required pre¬ 
cisely the same quantity of labour to {)roduce 
it, but all other commodities whatever came to 

be remariced, that ucrtwithstanding' the ^j^upprestiiou of the 
sentence above cited, he retains another but slightly dif¬ 
ferent in expression. “ That commodity,” says he (chap. 
XX, on V^ue mnd Riches), “ is alone inxm^iable, which at 
all times requires the same sacrifice of toil and labour to 
produce it,” , 
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be pi?odu<:ed by balf the labour fomerly ex¬ 
pended epon them, die value of coi?i could, iu ; 
ud sense be seid to remain thdsame, proof 
of dus, take Mr. Ricardo’s own defiiutibn, of 
value, the power of purchasing ^theii^ gpodts, 
which the possession of an #^ect conveys” 
To say that a commodity is of.unyaiying value, 
is, according to this detiniticm, e^vaien|i;tp> 
saying that its power of purchasing other goods 
remains couj^ffimtly uniform; Of, to varj the 


language, that die quantity of other goods for 

* _ 

which it will exchange never alters. But, in 
the example we have adduced, the same quan¬ 


tity of corn would exchange for an increased 
quantity of any other commodity; and conse¬ 


quently, by Mr. Ricardo s own definition, would 


have risen in value. 


It may possibly be alleged, that it is not the 
corn, but other commodities which have varied 
in value, and therefore Mr. Ricardo s language 

I 

is correct If value wefe a positive or intrmsic 
quality, this might be true; but since it denotes 
a mere relation between two objects, to suppose 
any alteiution could take place in this relation 
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as to one and not as to the other; to suppose 
that the value of a to b could be altoed, aiid 
not the value of B to a, would, as I have al¬ 
ready remarked, be as absurd, as supposing 

s 

that the di§tance of the sun from the earth 
could be increased or decreased, while the dis- 
tance of the earth from the sun remained as 
Is^fore, 

The truth intehded to be conveyed by saying 
that B remains of the same value is, that the 
cause of the altered relation between a and b 
is in-ithe former, and not in the latter; and to 
determine where the change originate<l is in 
fact the whole object of those who endeavour 
to show what commodities have remained 
stationary in value, and what Lave varied. 

It is so important to bear in mind, in these 
cases of rising and falling, that as a rises, B 
necessarily falls; or, to speak with greater pre- 
cision, that the value of a cannot increase in 
relation to b, without the value of b decreasing 
in relation to a, that I may be pardoned for 
still further showing the impropriety,-or at least 
the danger, of using the terms rise and fall in 
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a way which inipliesi that when a rises or falls, 
B remain st^itioiiaiy. If a, in*conseiquence of 
additional labour expended* upon -br any 
other cause, were to increase in value relatively 
to the mass of commodities, which may be 
represented under the letters c p, it would be 
said, by most economists^ that BCD had not 
fallen, btit remained stationa^; although-they 
would evidently liave fallen, or become of less 
value, in relation to a . The assertion of their 
remaining stationary, can mean only stationary 
to each other ; and in this sense it is perfectly 
con'ect, but the correctness of the language as 
to B, c, or D individually, evidently depends 
on the existence of some other commodity to 
which its relation remains undisturbed. Were 
there only two commodities in question, the 
phrase remaining stationary would be alto¬ 
gether erroneous; and when there are more 
than two, when there are a number of commo- 

. A 

dities concerned, some of which have varied 
in the circumstances of their production, while 
others have undergone no change, this phrase¬ 
ology becomes destitute of all precision, and 
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•iMids dtber tONagsuetad riH^ry {irq^sitiotts, 
or to positive errolr. ^ - 

Ab aittsWiotf niay ^ 

found in a passage of 3^/ work, 

wlierc He in^itAtainSj'^in oppositidii to M. Say, 
that if, in cons^qnenee of increased fecility 
in producing other comtbddities, doth should 
exchange for, a;,^ double quantity of them, 
compared to what it did before, we ought to 
say, that doth retained Us fimmr and that 

the commodities, compared with it, had fallen 
to h^f their former value. ^ This language, 

“ According to M. Say, the diffiicalty af producing 
cloth were to douke, and consequently cloth ym to ex¬ 
change for douhle the qaantaty of the commodities for 
which it exchanged before, it would be doubled in value, 
to which I give my fullest ftsaent; but if there were any 
pnculiar faciUty in producing the commodities, and no in., 
isreased difficulty in producing cloth, and cloth should in 
censequenk; exchange as before for double' the quantity of 
commodities, M* Say would still say tlmt <dbth had doubled 
in vsdue; wherehs, according ^o my View of tlie subject, he 
should that doth retained Us former value, and those 
particular commodities had fallen to half their former 
. value.’—Principles of Political Economy, chap, xx, p. 328, 
3d edit. 
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however, would be evidently imiorreetj iuidess 
the vgdie:of ait object,;#er^ somUWj^ iiih^^ 

and independent of Dth^i,''6oinEh^t|^ j “ hut 

* ' - *■ ^ >>.1 ( *• • 

atiiiee valpe^ aa I ha\^e shown, is essehtiilly rela- 
tive, if any ekjmmpdifi^g ;h^, fall^ in reiafion 
to cloth, cloth have hf^uiyed .additional 
value, or have risen te relation . tO those coin* 

-m .. 

modities. - : , v ’ j,,^ =., U-; 

Mr. RicardoVprOposition mighf^ indeed, be 
tnie, if he na^t by other commodities, only a 
certain number of other oommodities* These, 
for convmience, may be hermed Cte {L and 
all commodities not include|i’ in Class T may 
be referred to Glhss i. Npif if Mr. l^caydo 
meant, that when Class ! Oame to be produced 

> fr 

with increased fecility, .so ^ to exehiisnge .for 
half the quantity of cloth,*while Class S, in 
point of facility of producticp, remained as be¬ 
fore, cloth wouid retain its former value in 

relation to Class 2j he would be perfectly 
« 

correct; but if this had been his meaning, 
there could have been no point of dispute jbe- 
tween him and the author on wlio?^. language 
he is aiiimadvertiiig; and that it was not what 
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in 

b€ intended, the conweetiou and tenour of the 

’ f 

whole passage Sufficiently, evince. 

The contradiction involved in affirming the 
stationary or invariable, value of any object 
amidst the variations of othei; things,, is so di¬ 
rect ^d palpable, tliat it may be instructive to 
point out the way iri which a writer of such 
powers of reasoning, as Mr. Ricardo un¬ 
questionably possessed, has been led into so 
strange and manifest an error. 

Since value denotes a relation between two 
objects, no arguments are required to prove, 
that it cannot arise from causes affecting only 
one of the objects, but, must .proceed from 
two causes, or two sets of causes respectively 
operating on the objects between which the 
relation exists’*'. H* a is equal in value to n, 

^ V*lue ifapiying, 1 liave before shown, a mental 
atfection, and conseij^uently ail causes of value being:, in 
reality, cireumstances affeeting ike mind, it |night be more 
correct to spe^ pf the esnse^ operating on Oie mind with 
regard to an object, than of the pauses operating on the 
object itself: but the latter is a shorter mode of expres¬ 
sion, sul&ciently hiteUigible, and not likely to lead into 
error. 
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this must be owing not only to causes operating 
on A, but also to causes operating on b. The 
of a pound of gold exclfariging for fifteen 
times the quantity of com that can be obtained 
for a pound of silver, cannot be^ referred to 
causes operating on the corn, but to a difierence 

m 

in the causes operating on gold and silver. 
Hence, how constant or uniform soever a cause 
affecting one commodity may be, it cannot 
make that object of constant value, without the 
concurrence of other invariable causes acting 
upon the commodity with which it is compared. 

It is precisely this essential circumstance, 
which has escaped the notice of Mr. Ricardo. 
When he asserts, that a commodity would be of 
invariable value, if it were always produced by 
the same quantity of labour* he overlooks one 
half of the causes concerned in the determination 
of value; for a* mon^ent’s consideriition will 
teach us, that such a commodity could be of 
invariable value, in rel<ftion to those commodi¬ 
ties alone, of which the producing labour had 
also remained a constant quantity. Not ad- 
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vetting to this^ Mr. Ricardo appears to have 
reasoned, that because the quantity of labour 
(according to his doctrine) is the cause of 
, value, if the cause in any one commodity re¬ 
mains the sjjme, the effect must necessarily be 

* 

the same. But granting his doctrine, that the 
quantity of labour determines value, it must 
be th/J qiigutity requisite for the production of 
each commodity compared, and not the quan¬ 
tity requisite for that of only one. The value 
of both, or their relation to each other, must 
nf^cesKsarily vary with every change in the quan¬ 
tity of producing labour required for either. 

To assert indeed, that the value of an object, 
or its relation to another object, was invariable, 
because whatever alteration had taken place in 
the latter object, the former had undergone no 
change in the conditions of its production, 
would be as absurd as k> assert the unvarying- 
likeness of a portrait to the original, because, 
however the man had* altered in feature, the 
portrait itself had retained precisely the same 
lineaments* Th^ relation of value, as well as 
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the reseuttblance between two objects, depends 
upon both, and changes with a change in either 
of them, ’ ^ 

Mr. Ricardo s modifications of his doctrine,, 
of the invariable value of a conpnodity pro¬ 
duced by the same quantity of labour, make no 
difference in the force and applicability of tlie 
preceding remarks. For he Mill assets, that a 
commodity produced by a uniform quantity of 
labour, would be of invariable value in relation 
to commodities produced under the same cir¬ 
cumstances as itself*, as to the proportions pf 
fixed and circulating capital, the dnmbility of 
the fixed capital, and the time required to bring 
the commodity to market. If a cotamodity, 
for instance, were produced solely by labour, and 
always required the same quantity to produce it, 
it would be of invariable value in regard to such 
commodities as T^ere produced by labour alone. 
Mr, Ricardo, indeed, so far agrees witlithe view 
here taken, as to maifttain the impossibility 
of finding any commodity of invariable value. 

♦ Principles of Pol. Econ. p, 43, third edit.' 

C 2 
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His reason for this opinion is not, however, that 
the value of this commodity would necessarily 
vary with the value of the commodities com¬ 
pared with it, but that no commodity could be 
found, which is not itself exposed to the same 
causes of fluctuation as all other commodities. 

lln « 

My proposition ii^, that if the causes affecting 

i 

any one commodity continued unaltered, this 
commodity would not be invariable in \"alue, 
unless the causes affecting all commodities 
compared with it, continued unaltered. Mr. 
I^icarfo, on the contrary, maintains, that pro¬ 
vided the causes affecting one commodity were 
always the same, the commodity would be of 
invariable value, in regard to commodities pro¬ 
duced under the same circumstances, notwith¬ 
standing any changes in the causes affecting 
tliem, provided those changes did not extend 
to the proportions betwixt thd fixed and circu¬ 
lating capital, the durability of the fixed capi¬ 
tal, or tlie length of tirAe required to bring the 
commodity to market. What I assert is, that 
if all commodities were produced under ex- 
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actly the same circumstances, us for instance, 
by labour alone, any commodit;^, which always 
required the same quantity of labour, could 
not be invariable in value, while every otlier 
commodity underwent alteration: he asserts, on 
the other hand, that such a commodity would 
be invariable, and, according to his doctrine 
hereafter to be examined, would form a perfect 
measure of other things. ^ 

Clear and definite ideas on the present sub¬ 
ject are so essential to the political economist, 
that it will not be a vain labour to point out the 
mistakes of another eminent writer concern¬ 
ing it. Mr. Malthus has not avoided those of 
Mr. Ricardo. After defining value, in accord¬ 
ance with that writer, as expressing the power 
of commanding other obje{ts in exchange; he 
proceeds to say, thatthis power “may obviously 
arise either from causes aifecting the object 
itself, or the commodities against which it 
is exchanged*. In the one case, the value of 

* In this passag:e there is a ()a]pablc inaccnraciy in ex.- 
pressioii. Mr. MaJthus has not even succeeded in hrinf;:- 
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the object itself may properly be said to be af¬ 
fected; in theVother, only the, value of the 
commodities which it purchases,; and if we 

iiig* out his Own meaning. He states two eases; ha one, 
the power of purchasing, possessed i»y any object^ is said 
to arise from causes affecting the object itself; in the other, 
its power of purchasing” is said to arise from canises af¬ 
fecting the commodities against which it is exchanged. He 
then p^ce^ to obser#, that in the first case the value 
of the oljcct itself may properly be said to be affected 
*. c# “ if the power of purchasing possessed by any 
object arises from causes affecting the object itself, the 
value of the object itself may properly be sidd to be af- 
feCcedT^ This must be allowed to be a very unmeaning 
proposition. Mr. Malthus evidently intended to say, 

I 

not that the paaoer of purchasing possessed by any object, 
but that a change in its power of purchasing, might arise 
either from causes affecting that object, or from causes af¬ 
fecting the commodities compared with it. 

Many similar instances of negligence and inaccuracy of 
expression disfigure the pages of Mr. Malthus's pamphlet, 
tiie more unpardonable, not only because he is master, 
when he chooses, of an excellent and perspicuous style, 

, but because such passages form serious impediments to 
the process of a science, which requires the utmost clear¬ 
ness and precision of language, both for its improvement 
and its diffusion. 
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could suppose any objetf to i#i£^in of 

tlie same valiie, tW'cdmparikin of othet ,cdm-^ 
tooditW with this one would clearly show 
which had risen, which' had fallen, and which 
had remained the same; The value of any 
commodity estimated in a measure of this kind, 

i V ’ ’ H 

might with propriety be called its absolute or 
natural value; while the vaBte.of a e^mspiodity 
estimated in Others which w^/ liable to varia 
tion, whether they weie one 6r many, cbuld 
only be considered as its nominal dr relative 
value, that is, its value in relation to any^par- 
tieiJar commodity, or to commodities in ge- 
nerai^.” 

t 

We have here invariable, absolute, natural, 
nominal, and relative value; but, throughout 
the whole of the passage, the notion of value 
as something intrinsic pr absolute is apparent. 
Departing at once from his own definition, he 
maintains, that the valpe of an object may be 
afiected without affextfng the value of the com-^ 

* The Measure of Value stated aud illustrated, p. K 
ct seq. 
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modities for which rt is exchanged: that is, 

, that the power of a in commanding b in ex- 
change may be altered, while the power ot B 
in commanding a remains as before. Mr. 
Malthus has, fallen into the same error, which 
we have already noticed in Mr. Ricardo; the 
error of supposing, that if a commodity con¬ 
tinued the same in the circumstances of its 
production, it would retain the same value 
amidst the fluctuations of other commodities. 
The inconsistency of this with the definition of 
valuer has already been sufficiently exposed; 
and as it is the basis of Mr. Malthus’s notion 

I. 

of absolute value, that notion necessarily falls to 
the ground. The very term absolute value, im¬ 
plies the same sort of absurdity as absolute dis¬ 
tance ; while the invariable value of one object, 
amidst the fluctuations of all other things, is 
as self-contradictory a notion as the invariable 
resemblance of a picture, to the natural scenery 
from which it was taken, amidst all the vi¬ 
cissitudes of the seasons, the touches of time, 
and tlie encroachments of art. 
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The same error runs through the whole of 
Mr. Malthus’s pamphlet, entitfed Tire Mea¬ 
sure of Value stated and illiistrated;” and is 
involved in the position which' it is the object 
of that patiiphlet to establish. He maintains, 
after Adam Smith, that labour^s always of the 
same value; that is, accordiijg to his own defi¬ 
nition, always retains the sanae power of com* 
manding other objects in exchange; and yet, 
in the same treatise, he speaks of the labourer 
earning a greater or smaller quantity pf money 
or necessaries, and insists that it is not the y^^e 
of the labour which varies, but the value of the 
money or the necessaries. As if produce or 
money could change in value relatively to la¬ 
bour, without labour changing in value rela¬ 
tively to produce or money.* But we need not 
be surprised at any implied inconsistency in 
Mr. Malthus, when, after having set out with the 
definition which we have already quoted, that 
value is “ the power eff commanding other ob¬ 
jects in exchange,” or, in other words, “ the 
power of purchasing,” he subsequently makes 
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die direct assertioa, that “ although money 
Increase in its power of purchasing, it does 
not'uecessarUy increase in value*. If 
Malthus thus ahandoas bis own definition, what 

other will b® pdt in bs place ? 

I have alr^y *own, that the power of pur¬ 
chasing, or the power of commanding other 
objects in exchange, can be expressed only by 
quantity.^ In other words, the value of one 
commodity can be expressed only by the quan¬ 
tity of some other object for which it will ex¬ 
change. When a hat is said to he twenty 
shillings in value, it is obvious that the value of 
the hat is expressed by the quantity of silver: 
when a yard of cloth is said to be wortli two 
bushels of wheat, the value of the doth is ex¬ 
pressed by the quantity of wheat. . It is im- 
posdWe to-designate, d express the value of 
a commodity, except by a quantity of some 
Other commodity*, 

The power of pwchasdng, or the value of an 
object in reladqp to some other object, admits 

f ffigt 6 ^* 
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d( degrees; it m^y be et h^s; whieb 

means, tb^t ^be.former object i%y command a 

. t ' ' ' 

greater or smaller quantity of ibe jatter. In 

no other sen^ can the power of one comm^ 

dity to purchase another be said to increaJ^ 0^ 

decrease. , As the value of an object a > can be 

expressed only by the quantity of some other 

‘f' 

object B, so an increase in tUe -^alue of a, can 
be expressed only by an increase ^in lE^quan- 
tity of B* ^ # 

Simple as these conclusions appear to oe, 
and directly flowing from the definition of 
value universally adopted,, Mr. Ricardo has 
drawn contrary inferences. A lthough he agrees 
with Dr. Smith, in defining value to expre<§s the 
power of purchasing, and although, in tiae very 
first proposition in his booi, he speaki^ of the 
value of a commodity as synonymous with Ae 
quantity of any^other commodity, for which it 
will exchange yet in another chapter of his 

I 

f , ^ 

* “ Th€ value of a commodify, or the quanthy of Awy 
other commodity for which it will exichange, depeods ohthe 
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work he says, I cannot agree with M. Say in 
estimating the' value of a commodity by the 
abundance of other commodities, for which it 
will exchange In accordance with the de¬ 
finition, this^meatis that he cannot agree with 
M. Say in estimating the power of a commo¬ 
dity to purchase other commodities, by the 
quantity of the latter, which it will purchase. 
But if the power of a commodity to purchase be 
not measured by the quantity purchased, what 
other mode of estimation can be found ? It is 
no gyeat degree of boldness to challenge the 
whole body of economists to produce a differ¬ 
ent meaning of the word power, or a difierent 
measure of its degrees. 

One of the most accomplished of Mr. Ri¬ 
cardo's disciples, the author of the Templars’ 
Dialogues on Political Economy, whose writings 

relative quantity of labour which is necessary for its pro** 
duction, and not on tbe greater or less compensation which 
is paid for that labour.^' ^ce title of Section i, Chap. 1. 

* Page 333, third edition. 
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can seldom be read witliout both pleasure and in¬ 
struction, is still more explicit on this subject, 
and more unmeasured in his language than 
Mr. Ricardo himself. He asserts, in terms to 
which nothing can lend additional positive- 

■jt*- ^ 

ness, that there is no necessary connection at 
all, or of any kind, between the quantity com¬ 
manded, and the value commanding^;” and 
again, “ I presume, that in your'^use, and in 
every body’s use of the word value, a high 
value ought to purchase a high value, and that 
it will be very absurd if it should not By^as 
to purchasing a great quantity, that condition 
is surely not included in any mans idea of 
value t*” 

The plausibility of this passage will disap¬ 
pear on a little reflection. * An article of higli 
value, A, will truly enough purchase another 
article of equally high value, b, but these two 
articles will not be high in relation to each 
other: the terra high,*in this connection, must 

* London Magazine for May IS24, |>agc 552. 

I Ibid, page 557- 
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' ' If- 

be'used to denote tbeir value in relation t6 a 
third commodity, or to commodities generally; 
did the precise reason why a and b are said to 
bl high in relation to a third commodily, is, 
that a small quantity of them commands in 
exchange a large quantity of the latter. Gold 
is said to be fifteen times more valuable than 
silver, because an ounce of gold, no matter 
from what cause, will command fifteen ounces of 
silver. So far, therefore, from quantity being 
excluded from any man s idea of value, it is es¬ 
sential to it, and to express value, except by 
quantity, is impossible. The mistake, both in 

this writer and in Mr. Ricardo, evidently arises 

( 

from an inaccurate appreherision of the true na¬ 
ture of value. Insmad of regarding value as a 
relation between two objects, they seem to con¬ 
sider it as a positive result produced by a defi¬ 
nite quantity of laboufi If thfe quantity of la- 
botnr; necessary for the production of an object 

r' ' 

is" always the same, the value according to 
them is dtvays the same, however other objects 
may hitie vm^ied ; so that, in feet, the circum- 
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stance of its being produced bj a certain 
tity of labour constitutes it$ valu% , ipdepeflr 
dently of any other circumstances* . 
variations there might be in the quantities of 
other things which this object commanded^ 
it would be atill of the same vathe’, because pro- 
duced by the same labour. 

These authors appear to have had ati un¬ 
steady apprehension of a sufiBcifotljnSTistinct 
proposition, and one, too, on which they have 
largely insisted, namely, that the values of com¬ 
modities are in the same ratio as the quantities 
of labour bestowed upon them. Sometimes 
they have apparently construed this to mean, 
that the value of any one commodity is in pro¬ 
portion to the labour employed upon it. Be¬ 
cause the values of a and b* according to their 
doctrine, are to ench other as the quantities of 
producing labour, or, as it is .sonmtimes ex¬ 
pressed, are determined by the quantities of pro*? 
ducing labour, they appear to have concluded,, 
that the value of a alone; ’fvitiiout reference to 
anything else, is as the quantity of its pror 
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ducing labour. There is no meaning certainly 
in, this last proposition, but there ,is so much of 
the appearance of it, that the most cautious in- 
Testigator might be led astray by the semblance. 

After these critical stricture^ it is a plea¬ 
sure to cite a passage from an author, whose 
views as to the natiire of value appear to me 
to be sounder than those of any other wnter. 

“ if'a commodity,” says he, “ could 

be found, which always required the same ex¬ 
penditure for its production, it would not there¬ 
fore be of invariable exchangeable value, so a.s 
lo'rerve as a standard for measuring the value 
of other things. Exchangeable value is deter¬ 
mined, not by the absolute, but by the relative; 
cost of production. If the cost of producing 
gold remained the'samc, while the co.st of pro¬ 
ducing all other tilings should be doubled, then 
would gold have uless power ®f purchasing all 
other things than%cfore; or, in other words, 
itg/.^changeable value> would’ fall one half, 
and thm diminution in its exchangeable value 
would bo’procisely the same in effect, as if the 
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cost of all other things remained unaltered, 
while that of producing gold had been reduced 
one half. In the very term, exchangeable 
value, a relative and not an absolute quantity is 
implied. If gold should have a greater or a 
less power of purchasing all^ otlier things, then 
all other things would have fi greater or less 
power of purchasing gold. It is impo ssib le to 
increase the exchangeable value of one set of 
commodities, without at the same time diminish¬ 
ing the exchangeable power of the other set 
of commodities with which the first is cG«ttr 
pared 

The following propositions may be stated as 
the results of the investigation in which we 
have been employed. Simple as they appear, 
we have seen that it is possible to overlook 
them. 

I. Inasmuch aS the term value denotes a 
relation between two objects, a commodity can¬ 
not be said to possess vaHie, or to alter in value, 

* An ^Issay on the Production of Wealth, by R. Torrens, 
Esq. 
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T^itbout an express or impli^ reference to some 
other commodityr Its value must be value in 
something, or in relation to something. 

"it 

2. This relation between two objects cannot 
alter as to ope, without altering as to the other. 
If A rises in relation to b, b cannot remain 
stationary, but mpstfall in relation to a. 

3. The value of a commodity can be ex- 
pressed only by a quantity of some other com¬ 
modity. 

4. A rise inthe value of a commodity a, means, 
that an equal quantity of this commodity (ex¬ 
changes for a greater quantity than before of 

^ •• 

the commodity b, in relation to which it is said 
to rise. 

5. A fall in the value of a, means, that an 

equal quantity of it exchanges for a smaller 
quantity of b. ^ 

In the examination of the present subject, as 
discussed by those writers on whose doctrines 

I have ventured to animadvert, I have been 

* ' ' ' , ' 

forcibly stmck with the vagueoess, the incon- 
sist^cies, and the errors, wh^h have arisen 
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from speaking of value as a sort of general 
and independent property; and I cannot too 
strongly recommend the student of political 
economy never to let the word value pass be¬ 
fore him without putting the question, value 
in what?” or, ‘‘in relation to what?” The value 
of a commodity must be its value in something, 
and whenever the term is used with any defi- 
n to meaning, that sometliingmay be assigned. 
If it cannot he assigned, the reader may rest 
assured that the author, whoever he be, is 
writing without any determinate ideas. 'Who¬ 
ever resolutely applies this rule in reading our 
economical writers, will be surprised and pleased 
at the light which it will pour over their pages. 

The most difficult and obscure passages will 
frequently brighten into perspicuity, and the 
sum of their truth as well as of their error will 
stand apparent. *The brilliaial paradox, the in¬ 
genious fallacy, the seemingly profound ob- 
servatioii, will separate *into two distinct parts, 
one exhibiting the gaudy fragments of sophis-. 
try and delusi^, the other the simple truth, 
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wKicli they only served to hide with their cum- 
brous splendour. We may apply to tbe ri¬ 
gorous exaction of a uniform sense, from the 
term^ employed in discussions of this nature, 
what an eloquent writer has said of the detec¬ 
tion of a fallacy in a fundamental maxim. 

“ To discover error in axioms,” says he, “ or 
in first principles grounded on facts, is like the 
laeaking of a charm. The enchanted castle, the 
steep rock, the burning lake disaj^ear: and the * 
paths that lead to truth, which we ima^ned to 
beko long, so embaitassed, and so difficult, show 
as they are, short, open, and easy 

* Of the True Use «f Betirement and Study, by I..ord 
Bolingbrok^. 
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ON HEAL AND NOMINAL VALUE. 

A DISTINCTION of value iuto real aiid nomi- 
nal, has been made by several of our most 
eminent economical writers, . According to 
Adam Smith, the real value or price of a com¬ 
modity is the labour which it will commasid, 
while the nominal value is the money for which 
it will exchange. As this definition of real 
value is evidently inapplicable to labour itself, 
he proceeds to say, that the real value or price 
of labour may be said to consist in the 
quantity of the necessaries and conveniences of 
life which are given for it; its nominal price in 
the quantity of money*,” 

Mr. Malthus, in his* Principles of Political 
Economy, has adopted similar, if not precisely 
the same distinctions. The most proper de^. 

* Wealth of Nations, Book i, Chap, v. 
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finition,” he says, “ of real value in exchange, 
in contradistinction to nMttinal value in ex¬ 
change, is the power of commanding the 
necessaries and conveniences of hffe, as d^- 
tinguished fjom the power of commanding the 

precious metals 

Mr. Ricardo also makes a distinction, in the 
case of labour, betw^ real and nominal value. 

“ W^s,” he says, “ are to be estimated by 
their real value; namely, by the qmmtiiy of la¬ 
bour and capital employed in producing them, 
and not by their nominal value, either in coats, 

hats, money, or cornt.” 

After the disquisition on the nature of value 

in the preceding chapter, the disftnction of it 
in this way, into two kinds, must appear to be 
merely arbitrary, and incapable of being turned 
to any use. What information is conveyed, or 

, V ' i 

* Pf|Qdi|)les of PoL EcoOt ^ 

t Priwiples of .Pol. Boon, nad T^on. P-S»* He doe* 
aet,lioacTer, coafine hk idea of real witoe to-ihe to* of 
labour only.—For a more particular examination of the 
' Which he hi^es of this term, see the Notes and illos- 
totiioiis at the indef th* present TreaUse, Note A. 
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what advaoce in argument is effected hy 
telling us, that value estimated* in one way is 
red, but in another nominal? Tbe value of any 
commodity denoting its relation in exchange to 
some other commodity, we may sgeak of it as 
money-value, corn-value, cloth-value, according 
to the commodity with whicji it is compiasred; 
and hence there are a thousand different kinds 

1 1 » I 

of value, as many kinds of value* as tfoe are 
commodities in existence, and all are equally 
real and equally nominal. We gain nothing in 
perspicuity or precision by the use of tl^e 
latter terms, but, on the contrary, they entail 
upon us a heavy incuihbrmice of vagueness 
and ambiguity and unproductive discussion. 

Of the latter Wie have a good exemplification 
in the Templars’ Dialogues Em Political Econo- 
my, dialogue, the fourth, which contains much 
ingenious reasoning, founded altogetlier on this 
distinction. ' It would hot probably have been 
written, however, had* the author attended to 
the' simple fact, value must always imply 
value in something,unte that something 
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i$ indicated, the word conveys no information. 
Now as the terms nominal and rml do not de¬ 
note any thing in this way, they stand in the 
predicament'just mentioned, they convey no 
precise ihfonnation, and are liable to engender 
continual disputes, because their meaning is ar¬ 
bitrarily assumed,^ 

In a subsequent chapter on tlie value of labour, 
I shalFprobably have an opportunity of ex¬ 
amining some of the positions of this writer, 
founded on his doctrine of the real value of 
w^s. At present it will be sufficient to confine 
ourselves to the value of commodities. Follow¬ 
ing Mr. Ricardo, he appears entirely to lose 
sight of the relative nature of value, and, as I have 
nauarked in the preceding chapter, to consider it 
as something positive and absolute; so that if 
there were only two commodities in the world, 
and they should both from some circumstances or 
other come to be produced bj^ double the usual 
quantity of labour, they would both rise in real 
value, although their relation to each other would 
be undisturbed. According to thisdoctrine, eveiy 
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thing migkt at once become more valuablcj by 
requiring at once more labour for its production, 
a position utterly at variance witli the truth, that 
value denotes the relation in which commodi¬ 
ties stand to each other as artiejes of exchange, 
'Real value, in a word, is on this thebiy con¬ 
sidered as being the independent result of la¬ 
bour; and consequently, if under any cirenin- 
stances the quantity of labour is increased, the 
real value is increased.' Hence the paradox, 
“ that it is possible for a continually to in¬ 
crease in value—in nv// value observe—^.^nd 
yet command a continually decreasing quantity 

of and this* although they were the only 

# 

commodities in existence. For it must not be 
supposed that the author means, that a might in¬ 
crease in value in relation to* a third commodity 
c, while it commanded a decreasing quantity of 
B—a propositioli which is too self-evident tp 
be insisted on; but he means that a might in- 

t 

* Templars’ Dialu){fue8, in London Magazine for May, 
1824, p. 551. 
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crease in a kind of value called which has 

' t 

no reference to any other commodity whatever 
Apply to tlm position of this author the 
rule recommended, in the last chapter: in¬ 
quire, when he speaks of value, value in what ? 

and all the possible truth on the subject appears* 

'' i'' 

in its naked simplicity. The touch of this talis* 

man will show, that the parados: above quoted, 

t" ■ w, 

^ Unless !t bo to an imaghmry eomoiQdlty, to whlcb, in 
assertions of this kind, there seems to be o latent refer¬ 
ence ; a commodity namely, always produced by the same 
lab^r. It is no matter, on this theory, whether sucl^ a 
commodity exists or not. An object a is tried by this 
ideal standard, and if it is found that it would have risen 
in relation to It, had the standard existed, a is pronounced 
to have risen in real value — so that any one in a jocular 
mood might be tempted to dehne real value, ** value esti¬ 
mated by a standard which has only an imaginary existence/' 
Nor is the reference to such a standard midways a merely 
tacit or latent one. Mr.lfticardo assigns ds a reason for 
calllttg an alteration in wajges, a fall, that it Would appear 
to be a fall if the value of lahdhr were estimated in an Ity* 
pothetical standard of this kind« 
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and whicK is asserted by its autbor tobe true 
in such a way and degree as to bbligfe him who 
denies it to maintain an absurdity/^ is either a 
palpable contradiction in terms, or a imjre truism 
scarcely worth a word of w^ch less, 

that display of logical dexterity which he has 
exhibited in its support. Smca yalue ir^hst be 
value in something, or in relation to something, 

m 

if there is any meaning at al! in the proposition, 
that it is possible for a continually to increase 
in value, and yet command a continually de-r 
creasing quantity of b,” it must be either, (1) 
that A may increase in value in relation to b, 
and yet command^ a continually decreasing 
quantity of this very b; or (2) that a may 
continually increase in value in relation to 
other commodities, or what amounts to the same 
thing, to a third commodity C, while the said a 
commands % eo|i.tinuaily decreasing quantity of 
B. These ar^ the only possible interpretations 
which can be given of* the proposition, accord¬ 
ing to the received definition of value. Now in 
the first sense, the proposition is palpably absurd. 



44 


t 


ON HE A I. AND 


if tried by the principle laid down in our last 
chapter, “ that a rise in the value of a connno- 
dity means, ,that an equal quantity of it ex¬ 
changes for a greater quantity than before, of 
the commodity in relation to which it is said to 
rise.” To maintain^ therefore, that a mcreases 
in value to n, and at the same time that it com¬ 
mands a smaller quantity of B, is to affirm a 
rise and fall in a at the same moment. 

In the second sense the proposition, as I have 
already remarked, is too self-evident to require 
any proof; and as the author of the Dialogues 
has expended so much labour and dialectical 

' i 

skill in explaining and supporting it, we might 
fairly infer that this is not the sense in which 
he meant it to be interpreted, even if he had 
not put the matter beyond dispute by his doc¬ 
trine, so frequently and strongly expressed, 
“ that there is no necessary coimection at all, or 
of aixy kind, between the quantity commanded 
and the value commanding*.” 

The eminent writers on whose doctrines I 

^ Ibid., p. 552, 
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have hazarded the preceding observations, 
agree in definkig liralue to ^ the power 
of an object to purchase or coinknand other ob¬ 
jects in exchange. .Adhering to this defini¬ 
tion, it is difficult to conceive ;vdiat pi;opriety 
they could have discerned in their use of the 
words real and nominal. A real power of pur¬ 
chasing implies, if it means any thing, that it 
is not a false or pretended power; while the 
counter phrase, a nominal power of purchasing, 
intimates that the power is only in name; that 
it is not what it professes to be. But the ap¬ 
plicability of these epithets can have no de¬ 
pendence on the nature of the commodities in 

* 

relation to which the power is possessed^ nor on 
the causes affecting the production of the, com¬ 
modity in which the power*resides. Accord¬ 
ing to aB proper usage, the epithets refer not to 
any ffiii^ in the’^ower itself hut to the quality 
of, the affirmation that the power exists, charac- 
terizii^ that affirmatioifas true or false. 
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ON THE Value of labour. 

Unless we change the meaning of value in 
the casse of labour from that which it bears 
when applied to any thing else, the value of la¬ 
bour must signify the power of commanding 
other things in exchange. The term in refer¬ 
ence to labour, as in all other cases, denotes a 
relation, and the relation, in diis instance, must 
be between labour and commodities. Labour, 
thorefore, is high ip toIuc when it commands a 
large, and low when it commands a small quan¬ 
tity of commodities ; !"fmd whfen labour is said 
to rise or fall in value, the expressimi implies, 
that a definite portion Of it, a ^’s labour for 
example, exchangi^ for a larger or a sm^lm 
quantity of commodities than before. This is 
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obviously the only interpretation of which the 
terms rise ahd fall of labour admit, consistently 

' ' ' ^ T 

with the definition of value/ 

' ^ I 1 1 

Before proceeding to apply these positions 
to the current doctrines of the day, it will be 
necessary to call the reader’s attention to a 
comparison of the terms ‘^yalue of labour,” 
and “ wages,” and to the way in which they 
are employed. The value of Fabour, as we 
have just seen, signifies the relation in which 
labour stands to commodities. The term wages 
has the same meaning— for we may say indif¬ 
ferently the wages of labour are three shillings 
a day, or the valiieof labour is three shillings 
a day; hut it is often, employed with greater 
laxity of signification. 

Mr, Ricardo, for example, talks of “ the 
labour and. capital employed, in producing 
wages,” and of the r|^ value of wages * \ 
in which instances it is impossible to substitute 

V “ ate to be estimated by their rteai value, viz, 

' ‘ "* I ^ 

by 4be qiUUitityof labour atid eapitat employed in predueing 
them.” ' Pol. Econ., p. 50. 
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the term value of labour instead of wages, as 
might 1)6 done if the two expressions were 
used us synonymous and equivalent. We could 
not speak witlf propriety of “ the labour and 
capital employed in producing the value of 
labour,” or of the real value of the value of 
labour.” 

The term wages, when thus used, appears in¬ 
tended to denote the commodities or money 
given to the labourer in exchange for his la¬ 
bour—not llie value of his labour in money, but 
the money itself. This is either an unwarrant^ 
able use of the term, or there is a double mean¬ 
ing in it as I thinkalittle consideration will show, 
although the distinction, which 1 shall atten;pl 
to make, may seem on a first glance to be a dis- 
tiaction without a* difference. It will be ac¬ 
knowledged, that the value of labour can be ex¬ 
pressed only by the quantity of Some commodity 
given for a definite portion, of it. Thus, if silver 
is that commodity, the vadue of a day’s labour is 
expressed by the quantity of silver, or, what is 
the same thing, the number of shillings which 
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' ' t i \ ^ - M 

th^ telw^uref receives. • Tbiis silWr 

exj^ses tfce yaltie of Ms 1& 

way quantity of 5 ®ilva^ ^xplreises 

tlie valoe of ftyaird of doth, ^ow j&e qti^ 
tity of silver by ^which the valtie of^A jai^ of 
cloth is expressed, .we term the price of the* 
cloth, and, in a manner strictly an^gon^ ■ 
quantity of silver by which the value ofta d^^^a 
labour is expressed, we term the , waffes of la- 
hour. The ptdcetof cloth and the wages of labour 
are so far exactly correspondent cxpre^ion^^ 
But when I speak of the price of cteth /^ 
subject of causatiibd or dishge, ilftehd 

, , ¥ ' , ■* ^ > n , * . 1 

the silver itself. T^: ;ptice of the doth my 
be twenty shillmgs, hut what eawsir^ price, 
is not whaf cau^'that quantity of ailveri To 
consider the price as being or eonsistmg in 
a<?teRr jUver the same kmd 
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cloth, I should be thought to make use of 
strange language. Could any meaning be at¬ 
tached to the latter expression, it would be the 
labour and capital employed in producing the 
cloth itself, and not in producing the silver in 
which I expressed the value of the cloth. The 

IL 

same remarks m\ist equally apply to the use of 
the term wages, if it has only one meaning. If I 
speak of the labour and capital employed in pro¬ 
ducing wages, it is in this case equivalent 
to speaking of the labour and capital employed 
in producing labour itself^ and not in producing 
the silver or any otlier commodity given for 
labour. Mr. Ricardo, however, by this phraseo- 
logy, evidently means the labour apd capi¬ 
tal employed in the production of the money, 
or of the commodities in which the value of 
Mmur is expressed—a singular perversion of 
terms, arising probably fronr an unconscious 
identification of two distinct ideas; or, if it is 
not a perversion of terms, there are evidently 
two senses in which the same word is used. 

Hence Mr. Ricardo, ingeniously enough. 
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avoidsa difficulty, which,ona firstview, threatens 
to encumber his doctrine, that value depends 
on the quantity of labour employed in produc¬ 
tion. If this principle is rigidly adhered to, it 
follows, that the value of labour d^>ends on 
the quantity of labour employed in producing 
it—which is evidently absurd. By a dexter¬ 
ous turn, therefore, Mr. Ricardo makes the 
value of labour depend on the qtfantity of la¬ 
bour required to produce wages, or, to give 
him the benefit of his own language, he main¬ 
tains, that the value of labour is to be estimated 
by tlie quantity of labour required to produce 
wages, by which he means, the quantity of la¬ 
bour required to produce the money or commo¬ 
dities given to the labourer. This is similar to 
saying, that the value of c?oth is to be esti¬ 
mated, not by Ijie quantity of labour bestowed 
on its production!^ but by the quantity of labour 
bestowed on the production of the silver, for 
which the cloth is ejjkiaanged. 

From the preceding observations it appears. 
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that either the term wages has two meanings, or 
it has been uhed with improper l^ity. In 
order to avoid any ambiguity which might 
arise from it, I shall in general employ in its 
stead the expression, * value of labour, by 

t 

which, in consonance with the usual definition 
of value, I mean tlie power which a ilefinite 
portion of labour possesses, of commanding in 
exchange any other commodity compared with it. 

It has been already stated, that when labour 
is said to rise or fall in value, the expression 
implies,, that a definite portion of it exchanges 
for a larger or smaller quantity of some com¬ 
modity or commodities than‘it did before. This 
however is not the view taken by Mr. Ricardo 
of the value of labour; for he enters into 
various details to^show, that although the la¬ 
bourer might receive more commodities in .ex¬ 
change for his labour, yet 4;h§ value of . his 
labour, notwithstanding, might have fallen. 

It is not,'’ says he, by the absolute quan- 

’ -1. ' -1 ' Iv ‘ ^ '' 

tity of produce obtained by either cImsj that 
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we can correctly judge of tte, rate of profit, 
rent, and wages, biit by tbe quantity of labour 

, ' ' 9 ' ' ,1 

required to obtain that produce. By ini|froVe- 
ments in machinery and apiculture, the tihole 
produce may be doubled but if iwages,. rent, 
and profit be also doubled, these three w21 bear 
the same proportions to one another ^ before, 
and neither could be said to h^ve i^iativeiy 
varied. But if wages partook not of the whole 
of this increase; if they, instead of being 
doubled, were only increased one half; if rent, 


instead of being doubled, were only increased 
three-fourths, and^the remaining increase went 

* * » I, I '' I 

to profit, it would, 1 apprehend, be correct for 
me to say, that rent and wages had fallen while 
profits had risen; for if we,had an invariable 

• j , / 

standard by which to measure the value of this 
produce, we should find that a less value had 
fallen to the class of labourers and landlords, 
and a greater to the class of capitalists, than 
had been given before* We might find, for 
example, that though the absolute quantity of 
commodities had been doubled, they were the 
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produce of pi^ecisely the former quantity of 
labour. Of every hundred hats, Coats, and 
quarters of corn produced, if 

The labourers had before .... 25 

The landlords.25 

And the capitalists.50 

100 

And if^ after these commodities were double 


the quantity, of every 100 

The labourers had only.22 

The landlords.. . 22 

And the capitalists . . .*.56 


100 

f 

In that case I should say, that wages and rent 
had fallen, and profits risen; though, in conse- 
quence of the abundance of commodities, the 
quantity paid to the labonirer and landlord 
would have increased in the proportion of 25 
to 44. Wages are to be estimated by their 

’ /I 

real value, by the quantity of labour fuid 
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capital employed in producing them, and not 
by their nominal value, either in coats, hats, 
money, or com. Under the circumstances I 
have just supposed, commodities would have 
fallen to half their former value, and if money 
had not varied, to half their former price also. 
If then in this medium, whicji had not varied 
in value, the wages of the labourer should be 
found to have fallen, it will not*the less be a 
real fail, because they might furnish him with 
a greater t|uuntity of cheap commodities than 
his former wages*.” 

In this passage may be noted several of those 
errors on which t have already animadverted 
in the preceding chapters. In one part he sup¬ 
poses the possibility of an invariable standard 
of value amidst universal fluctuation, a suppo¬ 
sition which has been shown to involve contra¬ 
dictory conditions: in another part, he makes 
the unmeaning distinction of real and nominal 
value, and in anothen he asserts, that if all 
commodities were produced in double quantity 


^ Principles of Pol. Kcoii. and Taxation, p'. 40, tlaird edit 
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by the ,safne labour, they would fall to half 
their former value, the correctoess of which 
will be hereafter examined in the chapter on 
the methods of estimating value. 

The error^ however, which it belongs to the 
purpose of the present chapter to point out, is 
a departure from, his own definition of value. 
Instead of regarding labour as rising or falling 
according as'it commands a greater or smaller 
quantity of the commodities exchange^.%r it, 
which is a direct corollary from tbroefinitioii 
of value as the power of purchasing or com¬ 
manding other objects in exchange, he repre¬ 
sents it as rising or falling only when a larger 

4 

or smaller proportion of the commodity pro¬ 
duced goes to the labourer. This variation in 
the proportion of Ihe product is undoubtedly 
one source of variation in the value of labour, 
but it is not the sole source. ’As value, when 
applied to labour, denotes its relation to other 
things, that value must vary, not only from 
causes which affect labour, but from causes 
which affect the commodities received in ex¬ 
change for it. To take Mr. Ricardo’s own 
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case in the preceding extract. He says, that if 

» 

by improvements in machinery and agriculture, 
the whole produce of a country were doubled, 
while the quantity of labour employed con¬ 
tinued the same, and if before th\{rincrease of 
produce, of every hundred hats, coats, and 
quarters of corn, the labourer-received 25, and 
after the increase only 22, then wages^ would 
have fallen, although the labourer actually re- 

I 

ceived 44, where he before received only 25. 
But if by a fall of wages is meant a fall in the 
value of labour; if, further, by value we mean 
the power of commanding other things in ex¬ 
change, and if the degrees of that power are in 
proportion to the quantity commanded, theii it 
is evident, that so far from wages falling they 
would have risen, inasmuch as a definite por-^ 
tion of labour would command iii exchange an 
increased quantity of hats, coats, and corn. 

I have said, that an alteration in the proper-^ 
tion of the product assigned to the labourer is 

ouecai^eof variation in the value of labour; 

♦ ’ 

for it is manifest, that if out of a fixed qus^ty 
of hats, coats, and corn, the labourer receives 
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at ojae time a quarter, and at another time half, 

t 

his labour at the latter period will be doubled 
in value in relation to these commodities. 
Mr, Ricardo s error, it deserves to be repeated, 
lies in considering this change in the propor¬ 
tion to be the only cause of change, or rather 
the only ca^e of change in the value of labour*. 

* Mr. lUcartfo's inference is a legitimate deduction from 
his premises, if wa concede certain postulates. (jlraiit 
him the kind of value called real, wliieh has no relation to 
the quantity of commodities commanded, but solely to the 
quantity of producing labour, and it inevit^ibly follows, tliat 
there could be no alteration in the real value of labour, 
but from an alteration in the projSoition of the product 
which went to the labourer. Ne'itlier, if money were al¬ 
ways produced by a uniform quantity of labour, could 
there be any other alteration in the money-value of labour. 
But to say in this case, that although the labourer ohCaiiied 
a larger quantity of hats, coats, and corn, yet if he ob¬ 
tained less money, the value of his* labour would have 
fallen, is altogether nugatory. Money-value has no 
greater claim to the general tern value ,than any 
other kind of value; and the simple state of the case 
would be, that labour had risen in value in relation to hats, 
coats, and corn, and fallen in relation to money. As to 
real value, the last chapter has shown that it is a nonentity. 
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His assertioi;! in another place, that the la- 

j 

boui^ is only paid a really high price for his 
labour, when his wages will purchase the pro¬ 
duce of a great deal of labour is only an¬ 
other mode of stating the same doctrine, and 
amounts to this, that wages are high only 
when a great proportion of. the article pro¬ 
duced falls to the labourer. For wages at the 
same period being on a level in the different 
branches of industry, if a man's wages (to use 
Mr. Ricardo s language) will purchase the pro¬ 
duce of a great deal of labour, they will pur¬ 
chase the produce of a great deal of any sort 
of labour, consequently the produce of a great 
deal of his own labour, that is, the proportion 
falling to him of the produce of lus own labo ur 
will be great. 

The author of the Templars’ Dialogues, who 
pushes Mr. Ridirdos doctrines to their re¬ 
motest consequences, and thus, if they are un¬ 
true, necessarily exfKises their incorrectness by 


* Principles of Pal. Kcon, and Taxation, p*3S2, Bded. 
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the paradoxes itito which he falls, has not 
failed to drive this doctrine of the value of la¬ 
bour to an extravagant result. Wages,” says 
he, are at a high real value, when it requires 
much labour to produce wages; and at a low 
real value, when it requires little labour to 
produce wages: .and it is perfectly consistent 
with the high real value—that the labourer 
should be almost starving; and perfectly con- 

« 

sistent with the low real value—that the la¬ 
bourer should be living in great ease and com¬ 
fort*.” 

Well might tlie author's friend Philocbus 

% 

exclaim' at this extraordinary passage, ‘‘ this 
may be true: but you must allow, that it 
sounds extravagant.” 

Let us examine it by the test before given ; 
let us ask, value in what? If the labourer is 
Starving, in relation to what‘ is his labour of 
high value? In relation to corn? If so, he 
would obtain a large quantity of com in ex- 

* MafajiFme far May 1824 , p. 557* 
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change for his labour^ and ^ could not starve. 
It will be replied, perhaps, that is high 
too, and therefore, although labour is high, the 
l 2 ^,bourer obtains little com. But if com and 
labour are both affirmed to be high^ the asser¬ 
tion must mean, that they are high in mlation 
to other commodities, as it ig an absurdity to 
say, that they are both at once high in relation 
to each other. If therefore the labourer ob 
tains little com, labour must be low in relation 
to corn. 

The same result will be obtained if the defi¬ 
nition of.' value is substituted for the term. 
The author’s proposition then would be, “ it is 
perfectly consistent with a great power of com¬ 
manding commodities in exchange for his la¬ 
bour, that the labourer sborfld be almost atarv- 
ing, and perfectly consistent with a Small 
power, that theMabourer should be living in 
great ease and ccmafort.” This is asserting 
power to be in an inverse ratio to the effect 
produced'*^. 


^ Stee Note B. 
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ON PROFITS. 

^ \ 

In the last chapter I endeavoured to explain 
the true meaning of the value of labour, and 
to show, that a rise or fall of labour implies an 
increase or decrease in the quantity of the 
commodity given in exchange for it. 

A rise or fall of profits is sometimes spoken 
of as analogous to a rise or fall of labour or of 
wages. But profits cannot be regarded as 
analogous to wages. Labour' is an exchange¬ 
able thing, or one which commands other 
things in exchange; but the term profits de¬ 
notes only a share or proportion, of commodi¬ 
ties, not an article whidi can be exchanged 
iagainst other articles. When we ask whether 
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wages have risen, we mean, whether a definite 
portion of labour exchanges for a greater quan¬ 
tity of other things than before; but when we 
ask whether profits have risen, we do not mean 
whether a definite > portion of soipe artiele 
called profits will exchange for a greater quan¬ 
tity of other things than before, but whether 
the gain of the capitalist bears a higher ratio 
to the capital employed. 

Mr. Ricardo appears to have considered 
wages, or the value of labour, and profits as 
equally shares or proportions of the commodity 
produced, and hence his doctrine, that as 
wages rise, or, in other words, the value of la¬ 
bour rises, profits must fall “ Whatever,” he 
says, “ increases wages, necessarily reduc^tes 
profitsand again, “ nothing can affect profits 
but a rise in wages.” 

It has been shown, however, in the last 
chapter, that wages, or the value of labour, 
and profits may both ri^e together, because the 
value of labour does not entirelj^ depend on 
the proportion of the;whole produce, which is 
given to the labourers in exchange for their 
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l?^our, but ^so on the produ<?tivei^88 of the 
tooyr; becauSe, ftipt ^ rise of profits and a 
rise in labour are je^sentially in their 

Dialure, tbe one; |sigO%mg^ I^o- 

portiopf ^e oth^ an ip<^rease' in the quantity 
which a dffinife portii^ of labour'wili com- 

* I •* 1 ' 

T^e^|Pppsition> that when labw liaes pro* 
fits is true only when its rise is not 

owing to^ an increase in its productive powers. 
If labour, rises while these productive powers 
remain the mme, pofits will inevitably fall. 
Thk^may be easily proved from the principles 
already advanced; for if labbur rises in value, 


whoever purchases labour must ^ve a ^eater 
quantity of othfer things % % ^nid as the capi¬ 
talist ppxihases labour, he m pay more for 
it It will be. said, perhaps; that he may raise 
the y^e of his goods, that is/ he tnay ,require 
a fimter quantity of comnM)ditie& than 
belfo^ %:acqhangf^/or^^ But the capi¬ 
talist ^q/^|rpdum &4hesb 


i§4u pythey cannot 

hto raise their If a r&es the value of 
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his ololh, seS^ it at ah advanced and {ydrt 
chaiias htwth or ONGhati||ds it dueo% for cord]; 
the revolt is, dtat he gdfistnoroo^ Sl^hosaltlo 
quantiQr Of doth diao he'diddtofitfhi'' H b i&e 
grower of oom doOofhe sijdlO tdflS(i*'IA| ptddooe^, 
he gets more doth, cahhdt d)d|h 

B more OOnt for quantity of dM, Mt 

the same time diat B obtains fiom a moth^doth 
for the same q'la&tityof eorn.^< Coasiqamitly 
the value of goods cannot lisO. *'"MrtfOovBr, if 
all commodities rise, th^y nfost rise in raiatkm 
to something, and as it in'' menifimtly abmsd 
that all comthodities shMd at tmed hr 
latioQ to each other, diis something innilt he 
labour. But, by ‘die stifipbridotlt, tabour itsdf 
rises in relation to all commoditibS; 'whaiee it 
is a coatradicti<m to maintam, that«"imivotsal 
rise in the value of labotir €s&xt inc^rease the 
value of conunoditieSs ^ 

It majr necessary to T^sp^ 
tion with which the dMt^eK tha!t if kbonr ii^m 
in value |)irofits mnst Mly k to he received. 
It is true only when the productive pon^ear 

r )* 
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of labour continues the «ame, for if this pro* 

c 

ductive power be augmented, that is^ if the same 

labour produce more commodities iii the same 

time, labour may rise in value without a fall, nay 

evm with a jrise of profits. This has been al¬ 
ii 

ready shown in treating of the possibility of 
labour rising, although the proportion of the pro¬ 
duce assigned to the labourer were diminished. 

i. 

in the ease there stated it is supposed, that the 
whole produce of a country becomes doubled, 
whfle the quantity of labour remains the same; 
and that of every 100 hats, coats, and quar¬ 
ters of com, the labourer before the increase re¬ 
ceived 25, and after the increase 22, so that at 
the latter period he would receive 44 for the 
same quantity of labour which before obtained 

f 

26. The capitalist for his share, before the in¬ 
crease, is supposed to receive 50 per cent, and 
after the increase 66 per ceftt., making 112, 
where he before obtamed only 60. In this 
casey while the value of labour in relation to 
hats, coats, and com, is evidently incieased, 
that is, while a; definite portion of bbonr ex- 
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chailges for a larger quantity of tho^ articles, 

t 

the proportion assigiied to ihn osplialllt^ or the 
rate of profits^ is also augmented* 

It may be asked, whether not only the pro- 
portion is raised, bat the value of saM pro- 
portion? If the capitalist, for in^ance, receive 
100 hatSi coats, and quarters of com at the lat¬ 
ter period for every 60 at the former, would not 
the value of his profits have risen, although the 
proportion were left undisturbed ? 

A question whether the value of profits has 
risen, can have only one of three meanings; 
1, Whether the proportion of tiie produce ob¬ 
tained by the capitalist has increased ? 2» Whe¬ 
ther the aggregate value of his share is greater, 
estimated in some of the commodities pro¬ 
duced? 3. Whether the aggregate value has 
risen, estimated in labour ? 

1. The inquiry* which I have supposed to be 
made, cannot be in the first sense, because one 
of the conditions is that*the proportion remains 
the same. 

2. If it be intended to ask whether he 

F % 



68 


ON PROFITS. 


t i 




* 


vfitoe of tike sfiltre has* risen, eslitn^t^ in 
# 

any ot the artfclei produeeA, the Value’* of pro^^ 
fits has liicidoubtedly risih; Sitppose, ^ for in¬ 
stance, Ae^valnO'tp be estimated in quarters of 
com, and that It the first period tike whole 
share of the Oapilalist'was an aggregate of 1000 
coats, hats, and quarters of com*; and suppose 
farther a quarter of com to exchange for a coat 
Of a hat, then his share estimated in com would 
be worth 1000 quarters of com; but after the 
prodtiee was doubled, his drare wauM be an 
a^regi^ of 2000 coats, hats, mad qimrtters of 
com, and #6ald consequently be worth 2000 
quartersofcom, ordoubkits former value in com* 
% If it is meant to inquire whether, when the 
product of labour was doubled, the profits of 
the Cflpitajist Woufd rise in their aggregate value 
esll^ated in labour, the reply is, evidently not 
fbr aa tlife labourer, by the supposition, obtains 
dmihle ^ former quantity of coi^modities^ 
double tte quantity 6i cbtntnodities most be 
given forNthe sm& fquantify of labour,.and of 

* 8e^ CMipter fiil, oathe MetfaodB of EstiifiarNis Value* 
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tiie t}i|R,4^il^t ifwM eemr 

mand only^ iim^ kboiDdr w IWe 

conid be R the viQhie of profits estn 

mat^ <M%f.lta& an 8l«<tMion in 

,the pibpoitta.iwi^^^ ^ the cs^ithirst aiid 
luboiWOrs. Thii is fioily ohqwn. * WVtever 
the piodo^pfittbebbonrof^six |»eBi,ini{^t 
V be, whety^lOO or 200 or 30Q qu^tieis of 
com, yet so long as the pioportionW (he <e«pi^ 
talist was one fourth of pro^uc*^ the| fourth 

part esthnated in lahow ^ould be iBTajiB% 
(he saine. Were, the produce 100>ipf^r8> 
then, as 75 quarters ui^uld be given Ip 6 laen, 
the 25 accruing to t^ oa{alnlist ireuld omo* 
niand the labour of 2 men: if file prodnce 
were 3D0 quarters, the 6 men would (ditaija 
225 quarters, and the 7& falKhg to the capitalisi 
would eiBl command 2 men and qomoK. Thus 
a rihe in the proportian which went to the capi* 
talist ipould ik the same as p peropse of |hp 
phie of profits estinjatJd inlabmtr, or, in oliMs 
:#ords, an increase jn theiy power of conunp^ 
ing labour.. 
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Sho^M it be objected to the doctrine of pro¬ 
fits, and the ;^a!ue pf labour rising at the same 
time, that as the commoditjy produced is the 
only source whence the capitalist and the la¬ 
bourer can obtam their Teniuneration, it nieces- 
sarily follows that what one gains the other 
loses, the reply^is obvious. Sp 4ong as the 
product continues the same, this ^^indeniably 
true; but it is equally undeniable, that if the 
product be doubled the portion of both may be 
increased, although the proportion of one is 
lessaied and that of the other augment^. 
Now it is an increase in the p&rtion of the pro¬ 
duct assigned to the labourer which constitutes 
arise in the value of his labour; but it is an in¬ 
crease in the assigned to the capi- 


talisi which con^itutes a rise in Ms profits; 
whence it clearly follows, that there is nothing 
inconsistent in die supposition df a simulta¬ 
neous lisqM bpjih!^. ' 


^ See 
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OK COMPARING COMMOOia'lES At DIF¬ 
FERENT PERIODS. 

» 

Perhaps no part of their investigations has 
})erplexe(l political economists more than their 
attempts to compare the value of the satne 
object at different periods of time. 

It is a direct inference from the explanation 

^ f ^ 

of value in the preceding cMpters, as de¬ 
noting a relation betwto two commodities, a 
relation incapable of existfug when there is 
only one commodity, that it cannot exist be¬ 
tween a commodity at one period and the same 
commodity at another periods We cannot 
ascertain the relation pf cloth ^t one time to 
cloth at anothetj as we can ascertain the re¬ 
lation of cloth to corn in the present day. All 
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thojt iNiyfeaa do' is.ia cotopare the relation m 
#lich cloth athod at each period to awe other 
commodity. When we say, that an%rtiide ia a 
former age was of a cer&in value, we mean, 
that it exchanged for a certain quanti^jy of 
some otlier commodity. But this it an in- 
applicafele eiijpreijsioii in speakmg of (^y one 
commodily at two different periods. We can¬ 
not say, that a pair of stockings in James the 
First’s reign would exchange for six pair in our 
own day; and we therefore cannot say, that a 
pair in James the Firsts reign was equal in 
value without reference to 

some other article. 

Value it ^ relation between contemporary 
commodities, because such only admit of being 
exchanged for each other * and if we compare 
the value of a commodity at one ,time with its 

at another, it is only a odihparison of the 
relation in which it stood at these difierent 
times to some^ other cw™>dity. It is not a 
comparison of some intrinsic, independent qua¬ 
lity at one period, with the same qualily at 
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another period; but a comparison of ratios, or 
a comparison of the relative quaiftities in which 
commodities exchanged for each other at two 
different epochs. If a commodity of in the 
year 100 was worth 2 b, and kt 1800 was 
worth 4 B, we should say that A Had doubled 
its value to b. But this, wfiick is the only kind 
of comparison we can institute, would not give 
US any relation, between a in 100 and a in 
1800; it would be simply a comparison of the 
relation between a and n in each of those years* 
It is impossible for a direct relation of vduC 
to exist between a in 100 and a in IgJOO^ just 
as it is impossible' for the relation d^ 4istance 
to exist between the sun at the former* period 
and the sun at the latter. This .perhaps will be 
still more apparent if we maie use of the defi¬ 
nition of value instead of the term* It will at 
once be seen how absurd it would he to talk 
of the power of a in the year 100, to command 
in exchange the same commodity in 1800., - 
It may, perhaps, be alleged,, that I am.hto 
fighting with a mere shadow of my pw*3i cr^- 
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tion; for that nobody ever imagined the possi¬ 
bility of comparing the value of any commo¬ 
dity at one period with its value at another, 
without reference to some other object, the bare 
notion of such a comparison being absurd, and 
scarcely susceptible of being stated in intelli¬ 
gible language;^ and further, that when the 
value of a commodity in one year is compared 
with its value in another, the very terms neces¬ 
sarily imply a reference to other articles, and 
are always so considered. 

A slight inspection, however, of our princi¬ 
pal writers will prove, that if 1 am lighting 
with a shadow, which 1 by no means deny, it is 
not one of my own creation. When Mr, Ricardo 
tells us, that a commodity always produced by 
the same labour is of invariable value, he im¬ 
plicitly maintains all I have been attempting to 
disprove. By tlie epithet invariable he clearly 
means, that it$ value at one time will be pre¬ 
cisely the same as its v^lue at another, not in 
relation to other commodities, for he supposes 
all other commodities to vary, but in relation to 
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itself; He distinctly states, that if equal quan¬ 
tities of gold could always, obtained by 
equal quantities of labour, the value of gold 
would be invariable, and it would be emi¬ 
nently well calculated to measure,the varying 
value of all other things,'' whence* it follows, 
that this invariableness must be intended to be 
affirmed of the value of gold compared with 
itself, and not of any relation between gold 

t 

and some other commodity. 

The same remarks apply to all attempts to 
find out something of invariable value. Adam 
Smith and Mr» Maltlius, in considering labour 
alone as never varying in its own value,, assert 
by implication, that* labour at one period may 
be compared in value with labour at another 
period, without reference to any other thing 
whatever I fully concede that such a notion 

* For further instances see Wealth erf Nations, Book i. 
Chap, V, and Mr. Malthus’s Pamphtet on the Measure of 
Value, p. 24 and 25. Whcn*%e come to treat on the mea- 
Huremeut of value, we shall find this notion at the botfim 
of some important eri oxs on that stibject. 
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involvjps -anv absurdity,—tbut they have 
talked v^ith e^ual propriety of the pjossibility 
of comparing the distance of the sun in die 
year 100 with its distance in 1800,,without re¬ 
ference to any other body in space—and that 

f 

language can scarcely be found to express the 
idepi in direct terjns, without a palpable contra- 
dmtion: but that spch a. notion has extensively 
prevailed ncf one will doubt, who attentively 
turns over, the pages of the first writers on the 
subject 

The following passage from the Templans’ 
Pbdpgues on Political Economy, is a conspi¬ 
cuous iinstance of the error in question, 

, I wish to knq^,” says he, whether a day’s 
labour jat die time oif the Eii|glish Revolution 
bijjru the, same va as a hundred years after, 
^ die limes of the French Revolution, and if 
net the same value, whether a higher dr a lower. 
For this ipurpoiie^ if I 'believe that there is 
any eon^odity which, ^ immutable in value, I 
shall jjajtursUy compare a day’s labour with that 
at period;, Some for instance 
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have ih^i^neid/^a£ com is cf 'isviuiable valt^ 
anfd ^p^siag roe to‘“'a4<^t ijii^s^i%.otion, i 
aiciiid ro^cJy have to inqtiiii wJilit q'uanti^ of 
‘cora,a- di^s-t^^'W-oad' eacliaD^i)r‘ai!'each 
period, aitd I sliould then have'ii^^iittiiined; the 
relatirois of V^fe between'' labofer; at^ 
periods****'^^: ''r'"' ,'V'''' ^ T' - ''".v ' ;; 

It scaa'cdy fneedg poititing After the 

pl«a3iAti6ii I haS^e given, thatiio r^lfiftidti' of value 
could exi^t between laWur at these two periaSs; 
the only point to be ascertained would bO;, whe¬ 
ther the jssune or a different relation^ misted' at 

br, and tills 




both pdSoda, between cd^' 
would be equally well ascertained:, without sup¬ 
posing the cmdition of com beii^. iiamutable 
in value; nus very supposition nicies, either 
that the fact which it is i^ed to ascertain 
is already ascerteined,^ oi^, l^^Vthe ; mine of 
com at one periedyiBay bie!;.odiK^^ the 
■value of c<^ ad hiibljiw p^sW? witii' no re- 
f^asce to myothertrosaanod^ trorld^ 

•\' ^ -ly' . y , , 'fy\: , 
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Many etfors appear to have arisen this 
inattention to the real nature of a com|^rison of 
ol^ts at different periods in regard to their 
value. 

Much indistinctness has also proceeded from 
blending the comparison of contemporary com¬ 
modities with that of the same commodity at 
different times, particularly when writers have 
been speaking of the comparative quantity, or 
the comparative value of the labour concerned in 
the production of commodities. It is not 
always clear to, their readers, nor does it seem 
to havebeenclearer to themselves, '^hetlierthey 
intended to compare the same commodity, as 

I ^ 

to the producing labour, at separate periods, or 
different commodities at the same period. 
There appears to me to be considerable confu¬ 
sion in this respect in Mr, Ricardo’s first sec¬ 
tion On value; a confusion which is probably 
one of the latent causea|of the obscurity felt by 
many to hang over that section, and which, if I 
mistake not, is perceptible in the very sentence 
which forms its title. 
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The valtie af a Ci^^ninibiiityi"’ says be, “ or 
the quantity iof ahy <^'cpmm^ity 
it will exchange, depencls the Irel^ihreicinan- 


tity of labour which is neeessary fbT it^ produc¬ 
tion,, and not on the greater or lesl eotopebsa- 
tion which is paid for;t6at labour/’ 

In the first part of this sentence he appears 
to be speaking of contemporary, commodities, 
but in the latter clause he has changed his 
ground: it does not form a proper logical coun¬ 
terpart to the former: there is, I think, an im¬ 
plied although an unconscious reference to the 
same commodity at different pei’iods. For if 
not, if he is speaking in the latter clause also 
of contemporary commodities,, the amount of 
the proposition would be this :~ 

“ The values of two contemporary commo¬ 
dities, A and B, are to each other as the quanti¬ 
ties of labour necessary to their production, 
and they are not to eaci^othcr as the of 


the labour employ^ # in their production/^ 
But if commodities are fo each others as the 
quantities, they must also be to each other as the 



, W t>v CNi3!lt»«^|j|SfiS <^p«o»mEs 

jrail^^ofthetipi^iMa^laiwtir^ toy the coalmy 
WoflM a^#Btolpiy flwt tlws *wo ooromo- 
^ titles’^A ^»B(J a Mgit be equal in value, 
althon^lt the value of the labour employed in 
one TfWus ||!reater or less than the value of the 
labowr^^ptoyed in the *oth|ri or that f api -a 
might be^'iWiequjI in yalue, if the labour e(ft- 
ploycd m each ^as equal in value. But this 
diffm^ce ita the value of two commodities, 
'wh^ were ptoduccjd by labour of equal value, 
wow be inconsistent with the adtnowledgcd 
equftUty of pr^fts, which Sjtr. Ricardo mam- 
j tana in commou with other writers *. 

' It is probable, therefore; that this was not 
JMfr. Ricardo’s meaning, Tint th^ he uncon- 
scioi^y |Wtbunded ilhis imposition with an- 
tothe^. ed really intended to say, that the value 
^ A at tWo different ^riods, No, 1 and 2, was 

I * 

UlfM eb«pt«T we srs «slhmiB(', fW tiih rake of ktgu> 
lha ttwh. tliftt «r6to 

ie;|aA|4^^ It wiP a of 
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not proportioned to' tKe vttltie of^the laboljr ne- 
cesstiry to its prodtrotipn at each period; that 
although, for etample, the value of the khour 
were doubled at the latter period, the Value of 

y ' ' ' ' ' A-l 

the commodity mi^t not be The 

' I ' * ‘ 

proposition expressed more, simply is, tlmt the 
value of a commodity and th,e vUlue of the la¬ 
bour employed in its production, do not bear 
to each other a constant ratio; or more simply 
still, that labour may rise and fall in value with¬ 
out afiectfng the value of the commodity. 

This is obviously a very different proposition 
from the other, and depends in fact oti the fal¬ 
sity of the other, or on the contrary proposition, 
that the values of two contemporary commo¬ 
dities are to each other as the values of the 
labour employed in producing them.” For as 
value must be value in something, let us ask, 
in relation to what object might the value of a 
at period No. 2 be, as fee asserted, the same 
.as its value at period No. 1, although the value 
of the producing labour were doubled? In re- 
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latiou to other comraodities. And why ? Be- 

• * 

cansc tli€ rise in labour would be the same in 
all comniodilies; but if the values of commo¬ 
dities are to each other as the values of the la- 

' i 

hour emplpjed in producing them, and if the 
labour employed in all commodities rose in 
equal proportion* there could not possibly be 


any disturbance of the relations existing be¬ 




tween all commodities before the rise, and of 


course A would be of the same value at period 


No. 2 as at period No. 1. 


The only alteration in tliis instance would 
be, an alterationin therelation of valmd)etween 

t 

labour and commodities. It \rould be a sim- 

% 

pie case of a rise in labour, r^nd (proceeding on 
the a3?5umption that commodities are determined 
in "value solely by the quantity of labour) the 
whole amount of the proposition is this, that 
the values of commodities in relation to each 
other are not disturbed by an alteration in their 
values in relation to llibour; which is onfy a 
particular application of the more general pro- 
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position, that when one commodity or thing al- 
iers its value in relation to other commodities, 
the mutual relations of these other commodi¬ 
ties, ccekris paribm, are not thereby affected 
The reader will notice, that in supposing that 
whik the value of the producing labour was 
doubled, the commodity remained the same, 1 
have used the expression, the value of the 
commodity 7night not be affected, for this rea¬ 
son, that whether it was or was not affected ^ 
would depend on the nature of the cause by 
which the value of the labour was doubled. 
In the proposition, the values of a and B are to 
eacli other as the values of their producing la¬ 
bour, the value of labour means aggregate 
value. Now the aggregate value of the labour 

a 

necessary for . the production of a commodity 
may be increased in two ways, either by an 
'augmentation of*the quantity of the labour at 

* It may be nebessary perhi^s to that by tbe qua¬ 
lification cateris paribusa it moant to restrict the propo¬ 
sition to cases In which the altered commodity either does 
not enter at all into the composilion of other commodiUes, 
or enters inlo ^em in the same proportion. 

o 2 
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the same rate, mr by a rise in the rate, that is ia 
the value of a definite portion of it, while the 
quantity remains the same. It is only in the 
latter event (which is the one I have supposed 
to take plac^) that the ^^lue of the commodity 
would in general cqntinue the same in relation 
to other commodities, for the precise reason al¬ 
ready assigned, that all commodities would be 
affected in equal proportions. It would be a 
positive not a comparative rise in the value of 
the producing labour of the commodity in ques¬ 
tion I ivhile on the other hand, should the in- 
credse in the value hkve arisen from an aug- 
mentation in the quantity^ of labour, such in¬ 
crease would be probably, allliough not neces¬ 


sarily comparative. 

As the misconception on the patt of Mr. 
Ricardo here noticed is a fundamental one, I 
mialce no ajpology for presenting the reader with 
a further attempt to, show it. * The confu¬ 
sion in the proposition will be more apparent 
by a Me alteration in the language. 

The yalne of a commodity a,' or the quan- 
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tity of any other commodity b, for which it will 

• ir , ' , ' f ‘ VI ' t 

exchange, depends oh the com|yaratiye quanti¬ 
ties of labour necessary for the production of 

\ f ' r I 

A and B*” So far there is no obscurity, and the 
position can be construed’ only in one sense. 
When Mr. Ricardo, however, adds, and not 


on the greater or less compensation which is 
paid for that labour,” every one must be sensi¬ 
ble of a confusion of ideas. In the former 

clause he is telling us on what circumstance the 

« ' '' 

mutual value of a and b depends, or, in other 
words, what circumstance determines the quan¬ 
tities in which tliese two commodities are ex- 

'' u * , ^ 

changed for each other; in the latter clause it 
was evidently his business, as it was his design, 
to tell us oh what the mutual value of a and b 
did depend; or, in otlffer words, what cir¬ 
cumstance did not determine the quantities in 
which these commodities are exphang^ for 
each other. Now the only circumstance as- 

'' ' ' I ‘ ‘ 'V 

signed is obvioi^ly compensation paid fpr 
the labour,” and the proposition really assert^ 
in this latter clause is, that, the muthal value 
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of A and B does not depend on the compensa¬ 
tion paid for tile producing labour of a being 
equal to, or greater, or less than the compensa¬ 
tion paid for the producing labour of b : so that 
this compensation might be equal in the two 
cases, while the quantities in which a and b 
were exchanged fcr each other were unequal. 

As far, however, as any thing can be gathered 
from the confusion of thought and language 
in Mr. Ricardo's opening section, this is not 
what he intended to assert. In the first clause 
he was comparing a and b, and asserting the 
cause which determined the relation between 
them; but dropping n by the'way, in thislattt.r 
clause he is speaking of a alone. By quan¬ 
tity of labour in the first clause, he meant 
quantity of labour necessary to produce a, com¬ 
pared with the quantity of labour necessary to 
produce b ; but by compensation of labour in 
the latter clause, he does not intend the com¬ 
pensation of labour in a compared to the com¬ 
pensation of labour in b, but the compensation 
paid for the labour required to produce a at 
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one time, compm^d with the compensation paid 
for the producing labour of *a af another time. 
Hence Mr. Ricardo’s sentence is a completely 
false antithesis. 

The author of the Templars' liialogues on 
Political Economy seems to have followed Mr, 
Ricardo in confounding the*two distinct propo¬ 
sitions above pointed out* This appears the 
more extraordinary, since he has Paid down the 
first projK)Sition (which I have supposed Mr. 
Ricardo did not clearly perceive to be involved 
in the terms employed) in such bold and un¬ 
measured langTiage, as almost to preclude the 
possibility of its being mistaken either by him¬ 
self or his readers for any other. 

After telling us, that Mr. Ricardo s doc¬ 
trine is, that A and b are to each other in value 
as the quantity of labour is which produces a 
to the quantity which produces he says, I 
assert in the most peremptory mamier, that he 
who says, ‘ the value a is to the value of b, 
as the quantity of labour ji’oducing A is to 
the quantity of labour producing nj* does of 
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' ^ ■< - ; ' ' '?! ’. '''' 

iiBcesmty deny by itoplicaPtioii/rtk- 
of value* hetweifeB a iiBd b are governed 

, ‘ « ' '■ I 

by the Value of -the.febouf which seve^lly pJ'b* 
duces them/' Agaiu^. f so far are the two fir- 
,muim from piesentiiig merely two different ex¬ 
pressions of the same law^, that the very best 
way of expressing negatively Mr» Ricardo s 
law (ni^. A is to b id v^alue as the quantities of 
the producirfg labour) would be to say, a is not 
to B in value as the vulues of the producing la¬ 


bour*;' 

I 

Let us examine the reasoning employed to 
support this extraordinary assertion. It is too 
long to be introduced here, but it amounts to 
this, that when the producing labour is in¬ 
creased hi quantity^ the commodity produced 
is increased in value; but when the producing, 
labour is increased id the Valtlte of the 

1 I 

commodity produced - rCmaiiB unaltered; and* 
therefore the values of commodities are not to 

' J ' ' 

each otier as the m/w? of the producing la- 




fot dpril, |K 34B. 
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hour*. For mim^i if m& B were eaeli 

' ' ' ' ' V '' ^ 

duced by ^3t days’: labour^ Would -be ^lud' 

in value; but,;Jdi^A-;8biflddfrom som.is#iSe dr' 
other require I’S days^iabour, then tBe: ^oe of 
A would.'ieto-tlmyHqd'of .But ' 

suppose tbstt A in ISlO requirfed sis days’ k- 
bour at 4s.,taEKiking2|^;, 4i^ ^|dl 1, G days at 
Qs., making 36#., if tWyalde of thes commr^ty 
was 40#. at the former period; ^it'Would .still ; be 
40#. at the latter. And suppose that b in 1810 
required 3 days’labour at 4#., making 12#., and 
in 1811, 3 days' labour at 6#., making 18#., the 
value of die commodity at each period would 

l>e 20 #. • ‘ 

' ' ’ 1 ^ 

Now this author’s argument is, that because a 
and B at these two periodidp hot in value 
with the. varying value of labour, therefore tliey 
are not to each other in yajue as the values of 
the producing bbour* But it i$ evident that 40^., 
the value of a in 1810, is to 20i»;, the value of 
tt at the same period^ ^ the value of the 

,V ‘ J 

producing labour in a, is to 12#., the value of 
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the labour ia b; and again in IBll, 40i‘. is to 
20i*., the values of the commodities, as 365, to 

185., tlie values of the labour. 

The author appears to me to have vacillated 

I 

unconsciously between two essentially distinct 
propositions^ He has begun (not an uncom* 
mon case) by proposing one as the object of 
his attack, and ended by contending with tlie 
other. 

This will be seen at a glance when they are 
placed together. 

1. A and B are to each other in value as the 
values of the producing labour. 

2. The value of a at one period is to the 
value of the producing labour, as the value of 
A at another period is to the value of the pro¬ 
ducing labour; oV, to conform the expression 
of it to the preceding instance, the value of a 
in 1810, 405., IS to the valu# of the labour at 
that period, 245,, as the value of a in 18U, 

405., to the value of th^ producing labour in 
the same year, 365., which is manifestly ab- 
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surd ; but I lie under a great mistake, if it is 
not really the proposition wliicli*X Y Z * bas 
been attacking, while be supposed himself to 
be in logical combat with the first. 

It is diffitsult to imagine how an drror of this 
kind (if I am right in supposing it* to be one) 
should have escaped a mind, evidently well 
versed in the detection of ambiguities in argu¬ 
mentation. It appears to have arisijn, as in the ^ 
case of Mr. Ricardo, from blending the compa¬ 
rison of contemporary commodities with that 
of the same commodity at different periods, 
which led them to the erroneous inference, that 

because the value of a at one period did not bear 

1 

the same relation to the value of its producing 
labour as at another period, therefore the values 
of two contemporary commodities did not bear 
the same relation to each other as the values of 
the labour respeclively bestowed on their pro¬ 
duction. 

* X y Z is the desigiiiitiim asRsamed by Che Author of the 
Dialogues. ' ‘ 
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In this chapter I beg not to be understood as 
contending, either that the values of commodi- 
ties,are to each other as the quantities of labour 
necessary for their production, or that the 
values of commodities are to each other as the 
values of fhe labour: all that I intend to insist 
upon is, that if tlie former is true, the latter 
cannot be false; and I have endeavoured to ex¬ 
plain the source of the misconception which 
has regarded the two propositions as incompa¬ 
tible and contradictory*. The fact is, that the 
quantity of labour and the value of labour are in 
the Same case. Any alteration in the compara- 

I 

tive quantities of labour required to produce a 
and B, would alter their value in relation to 
each other; and an altemtidn in their mutual 

' I* j r 

yalue would eqifally follow from any change in 
the comparative values the producing labour, 


* Of the twd propositions, however, the latter is a much 
ncarer/^plnroxijjpatiou to tl^ trptii, for reasons which will 
be stat# In a subsequent chapter on the causes of value. 
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while the comparative quantities of labour re¬ 
mained the same* 


Again, an alteration in the positive quaritities 
of the producing labour in a and which left 
the comparative quantities the same^ wotild not 

affect the mutual value of these two commbdi- 

* 

ties, any more than an alteration in the posijive 
values of the producing labour, while the same 
ratio subsisted between those values as before.' 



CHAPTER VI. 


0^ MICAS VUES OF VALUE. 

We now come to the consideration of a sub' 
ject which has made a eonspitmoiis figure in 
the writings of political economists, and than 
which, none perhaps has been a greater source 
of error and confusion; I 'mean the measure¬ 
ment of value. 

Our first inquiry must therefore be directed to 
the signification‘of the term. The analogies 
suggested by the word measure seem to have 
bewildered almost every auther who has touched 
on the subject. It has been taken for granted 
that we measure valuq^ as we measure exten¬ 
sion, or ascertain weight j and it has been con¬ 
sequently imagined^ that to perform the opera- 
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tion we must possess an object of invariable 
value. 

Let us examine, therefore, how far measuring 
value and measuring space are similar oj>era- 
tions. In every case of measuring we merely 
ascertain ratios—the ratio which one tliiuo; 

n 

•r 

bears to another. In measuring the length 
of nn object we find what ratio it bears to 
the length of some other object, ‘or in otlier 
words, how many times one is contained in the 
tether. We measure the longitudinal exten¬ 
sion of a piece of timber, for example, by a foot- 
rule; that is, we find how often the length of the 
latter is contained in the fonner, and this is 
eftected by the actual application of the rule to 
the timber. It is a physical operation, by which 
we oblaiu the knowledge of a fact before un¬ 
known, the ratio of length subsisting between 
the object and the instrument we employ. 

In measuring value, what resemblance to this 
operation can possibly be discovered ? We may 
place two objects by the side of each other, or 
apply one to the other in any way we please, 
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but We shall never be able by such means to 
discover the relation of value existing between 
them; We shall never extort from them a sin¬ 
gle fact with which we were before unac¬ 
quainted. What then is it possible to do in the 
way of measuring value? What kind of measure¬ 
ment is intended, when the term is so frequently 
employed? All that is practicable appears to 
be simply this: if I know the value of a in rela¬ 
tion to B, and the value of b in relation to c, I 
can tell the value of a and c in relation to each 
other, and consequently their comparative power 
in purchasing all other commodities. This is 
an operation obviously bearing no resemblance 
at all to the process of measuring length. There 
is no unknown fact discovered by a physical 
operation: it is in truth a calculation from cer- 
tdn data, a mere question in arithmetic. It is 
not, let it be observed, what^ on a first glance 
it may appear, like ascertaining the compara¬ 
tive length of two pieces of timber wWch can¬ 
not be brought into juxta-position, by means of 
a foot rule or other instrument which we apply 
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first to one and fiien to the other,: 
being so much as this: it is mcatlF 

•i , ^ 

lating the ratio of length between th^j^ 
pieces of timber, after we .atse iirfbrmed l^w 
many feet are cantoned in each* ^ For,ef mA 
commodity a and o the valt^e in felation to n 
must be given, or, in other words, their vdoe 
must be expressed in a common denomination, 
before their mutual relation can be^ascertained ; 
just as m the case supposed the relation of each 
piece of timber to the foot-rule must be given, 
before their relation to each other can be de*' 
duced. The actual application of the foot rule 
is that part of the * process which is alone en¬ 
titled to the appellation of measuring, the rest 
being mere calculation, but to this there is no¬ 
thing at all analogous in anj possible attempt 
to ascertain value, Tlie way in which the 
commodity b wpuld be used, in the above 
instance, is in truth as a medium of compari¬ 
son, not a measui:e, yet it is the only process 
which bears any analogy to meastircment. 

It appears, therd&>re, that all we can under- 

u 
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$tai^ by a measare of value, is some commo¬ 
dity which would serve as a medium to ascer¬ 
tain the relation subsisting between two other 
commodities, that we had no m^s of bringing 
into direct comparison. Thus, if I wished to 
know the legation in exchange between corn 
and cloth, and ,thfere happened to be no in-' 
stance of direct barter of one of these commo¬ 
dities for the* other, I could acquire the desired 
information only by ascertaining their relations 
to a tliird commodity. Supposing this coinmo- 

V A 

dity to be money, if a yard of cloth were worth 
lOiP., and a bushel of com 6s., I should learn 
immediately that a yard of cloth was worth 
two bushels of com, and Vould have an equal 
power of commanding all other things in ex¬ 
change, silver in this instance beipg the com¬ 
modity employed as a measure. This kind of 
measure of value, which is merely a medium of 
compai^n, and obviously quite dissimilar to a 

i > I s 

rneaamse.of length, is ti^e only one which it is 
possible to have ,; and although money is the 

1 I 

measure generally empbyed, and by far the 
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most convenient of all, yet any other commo¬ 
dity might answer the puitmse. • 

Such a measure m this, however, has not 
contented political economists; it is only, they 
say, a measure of commodities' at the same 
time: they have wished for something to mea¬ 
sure ' the value of comidodities at different 
periods. 

A 

Let us see what this amounts to: if it is 
wished to measure or compare the value of corn 
and cloth at one period with their value at ano¬ 
ther period, money will evidently answer the 
purpose. We have only to inquire the prices 
of com and cloth’at each period, and we shall 
then be able to ascertain how they have varied 
relatively to each other. If, in the year 1600, 
cloth was 20s. a yard, and com 10^. a bushel, 
and in the year 1800, cloth was 10^. and com 

10^., then it would manifestly appear, ffmt in 

% 

1600 a yard of cloth would command in ex¬ 
change or be worth twp bushels of corn, and in 
1800 only one bushel. Thus by inquiring the 
prices of the commodities we should ascertain 

11 2 
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their variations in value with regard to each 
other, and mcfney would be the measure of 
value or medium of comparison which we em¬ 
ployed. This is evidently using money for a 
measure of value in the same manner as in the 
first case, the only difference being that wc 
apply it to two ^ periods, and make a sub¬ 
sequent comparison of the results obtained from 

* 

each. * * 

We have therefore not yet arrived at the 
sense in which the term is employed by econo¬ 
mists, who are desirous of measuring the value 
of commodities at different periods. They do 
not wish to compare the miitual value of two 
commodities, or the relation subsisting between 
two commodities at one period, with the rela¬ 
tion subsisting between them at another period, 
for this would be efibcted by a simple reference 
to their prices. They state tfeeir object to be, 
to find sojne standard commodity by which they 
might measure the value of the same object a, 
at two or more diflerent periods, or, in other 
words, its fluctuations in value. 
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But ill relation to what object is it wished to 
measure the value of a arid its fluctuations? 
We cannot speak of value, as I have before 
shown, without meaning value in something, 
and as only a and the standard commodity 
which may be called B are here in question, 

the value of a must mean its value in b. It is 

# 

wished therefore to measure the relation between 
A and B at two different periods by B, which if 
it has any signification must imply, that it is 
wished to ascertain the value of a and b rela* 
tively to each other at two different periods. 

These are historical facts, and when we have 

* 

learned them as wc learn other facts, we 
shall certainly know the fluctuations which 
the relation between a and b has undergone; 
but B is, in this procedure, by no means a mea¬ 
sure of value, or a medium of comparison, any 
more than a. fti a word, turn the matter as 
we please, we shall find that we can have no 
measure of value but in the sense already ex 
plained. 

From this examination* it appears, that a 
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measure of value can mean nothing but a com¬ 
modity employed as a medium of comparison, 
and that so far from its being impossible to 
have any thing perfectly capable of performing 
this function, we are in the daily use of one 
possessing all the perfection which it is possi- 
ble to conceive. In regard to measuring or com¬ 
paring value, there is no operation which can 
be intelligiblfy described or consistently ima¬ 
gined, but may be performed by the ?nedia of 
which we are in possession. 

It is astonishing, indeed, to find bow slight 
are the analogies with which economists have 
contented themselves on this subject, and which 
have served to preclude any close investigation 
of processes essentially difiercdt, although con- 
founded under the same appellation. One of 
the most striking instances of this carelessness 
of examination is the notion its being ne¬ 
cessary, that a commodity should possess inva- 
riaibte value, in order to form a perfect mea¬ 
sure of value; a notion which has passed un¬ 
questioned from me writer to another, and been 
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adopted without any suspicion of the false ana¬ 
logy and fundamental misconception on which it 
proceeds It is therefore essentially requisite, 
for a clear understanding of the present sub¬ 
ject, to bring this opinion to the test of a close 
and minute examination. * 

The utter absurdity, however, of supposing, 
that a commodity to constitute a measure’must 
be of invariable value, requires»no deep re¬ 
search ; it lies almost on. the surface, and pre¬ 
sents itself in numerous different aspects. 

Invariable value must signify, as we have 
repeatedly shown, invariable in relation to 
some one or more*commodities. Suppose a to 
be the commodity selected as a measure, and 
that it is invariable in value to b. 1 have here 
got an invariable value, but in what way am 
I to use it in regard to other things ? When 1 
have an invariable space, or an unvarying dis¬ 
tance between two points, I can apply it me¬ 
diately or immediately to all other spaces or 
distances within my reach, and ascertain their 


^ See Note 1), 
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respective ratios to it: but the invariable rela¬ 
tion of value between a and b can tell me no¬ 
thing of the mutual value of c and n; or, to 
vary the language, the power which a has to 
command b, can tell me nothing of that which 
c has to command d, I do not in any sense 
measure the relation of value between two 
comihodities, by that existing between two 
other commodities. Invariable value, there¬ 
fore, can be of no service. The only meaning 
to be attached to the phrase measuring value, 
the only operation implied in it, is, as we have 
seen, that comparison of the values of two ob¬ 
jects which we are enaibled to make by their se¬ 
parate relations to a third, or, in other words, 
by having these values expressed in a common 
term or denomination. But the capability of 
expressing the values of commodities has no¬ 
thing to do with the constancy of their values, 
either to each other or to the medium em¬ 
ployed; neither has the capability of com¬ 
paring these expressions of value any thing to 
do with it. Whether a is worth 4 n or 6 b, 
and whether c is worth 8 b or 12 b, are cir- 
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cumstaiiceS which make no diflerehce in the 
power of expressing the value of a and c in b, 
and certainly no difference in the power of 
comparing the value of a and c when ex¬ 
pressed. 

§ 

This supposition, of the necessity of inva¬ 
riable value in any commodity employed as a 
measure, proceeds, as 1 have already remarked, 
on a false analogy. Because L measure of 
space must be invariable in its length, a mea¬ 
sure of value, it lias been argued, must be in¬ 
variable in its value To expose the fallacy 
< * 

of this inference, let us examine in the first 
place, what are the character and circumstances 
of that invariableness which is requisite for a 
measure of length. All that is required ap- 

* As a measure of quantity," says Adam Smith, 
such as the natural foot, fathom, or handful, which is 
continually varying in its own quantity, can never he an 
accurate measure of the quantity of other things; so a 
commodity, which is itself*continually varying in its own 
value, can never he an accurate measure of the v^due of 
other commodiHcs." Wealth of Nations, Book i, Chap. 5. 
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pears to be this, that when we measure the 
length of two* objects by a third object, the 
length of the latter, or the instrument employed, 
must remain the same until it have been ap^ 
plied to both the objects which are to be mea¬ 
sured ; or if it vary, it must vary in a known 
degree. Suppose ii: is wished to ascertain the 

r 

relation of length between two trees lying 
apart from ^4ich other on the ground. The 
only requisite for doing this is a staff, or rod, 
or any other instrument which shall continue 
of the same length during the process of mea- 

•MB * 

suring. The process over, although the rod 
might be instantly altered in length, it would 
be as good a measure as before of the length 
of these nr any other objects: for suppose the 
measur^ent to be repeated after this altera¬ 
tion in the instrument, the same relation of 
length between the two trees would be ob¬ 
tained. But if the rod varied in its length in 
an imknown degree, between applying it to the 
first tree aiid the second, whether this interval 
was a minute or an age, it is obvious that it 
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could not serve as a measure of their relative 
length: there would in that case be no com¬ 
mon medium of comparison. It is essential to 
the discovery of the mutual relation of two ob¬ 
jects, which cannot be directly compared, that 
their respective relations to some*third object 
should be known: but in Ibis case, the ratio 
which the trees were found to bear would not 
be to the same object, and therefore nothing 
could be told as to the ratio of the trees to 
each other. It is thus indispensable, that the 
instrument employed as a measure should re- 
tnaiii unaltered, or he altered in a known de¬ 
gree, during its successive applications to the 
objects measured, in order to give us their re¬ 
lations to one common object. By this means 
we obtain a common term of denomiption, in 
which the lengths of the two trees are ex¬ 
pressed. This ts, in fact, all that is essential 
to the end in view: the memm&ment, that is, 
the actual application, of the physical instru¬ 
ment to the object, is the means, and the un¬ 
varying length of the instrument, or its ascer- 
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tainable variation during the process, is the ne¬ 
cessary condition for obtaining that common 
expression of the length of the two objects, 
which will show their relation to each other. 
But it is obvious that this relation of length 
would be equally determined in whatever way 
the common expression was obtained. 

Now in the case of value, we obtain this 
common expbession without that physical ope¬ 
ration here described. We learn the values of 
two commodities in relation to the third, not 
from the application of an instrument, first to 
one commodity and then to the other, but from 
intercourse with mankind, or from the inspec¬ 
tion of documents in which they are regis¬ 
tered. We equally obtain a common expres¬ 
sion, bu| we obtain it by different means. But 
the invariableness in the length of a measure of 
space, as above described, is a*circnmstance be¬ 
longing to the means employed to obtain a 
common expression of length; and as the means 
of obtaining a common expression of value are 
totally diflerent, as in fact the common expres- 
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sion is necessarily implied in the supposition 
of using any commodity as a medium of com¬ 
parison, there is nothing in the latter case in 
which invariableness of any kind, or in any 
sense, can be required. In the one case there is 
an instrument employed in a physical opera¬ 
tion, and it is for the purpose pf rendering this 
instrument capable of performing its function, 
that iiivariablcness is indispensabJy necessary : 
in the other case tliere is no instrument so em¬ 
ployed, and therefore there is no invaiiableness 
wanted: in the former case invariableness in 


the instrument (under the modification which it 
is needless to repeat) is essential to the attain¬ 
ment of the coramorf term; in the latter, the 


common term being given, there is nothing^u 
which invariableness can hhve of 

which it can be predicated. If the length of 


the rod varied in an unknown degree between 
applying it to the two objects, we should have 
two terms of unknown relation to each otiier, 
and there could be no comparison of the ob-* 
jects to be measured; and if the values of the 
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two commodities, which we were desirous of 
comparing, were expressed in difftretit media, 
there would be the same impossibility. Hence, 
if in the case of value we were under the neces¬ 
sity of finding a counterpart to invariableness 
of length in the insbrument employed, to com¬ 
pare the dimension^ of two objects, it would be, 
not ihvariableness of value in the commodity 
used as a medium to compare the value of two 
other commodities, but the condition that the 
value of these commodities should be given 
in relation to the same medium, or, in other 
words, expressed in a common denomination. 

From all this it appears, that the analogy uni¬ 
versally supposed to exist' in this matter is al- 
ti|||ther ima^nary, and the phrase, invariable 
measure of value, proves to be absolutely des¬ 
titute of a basis of meaning. 

The doctrine which exacts«invariableness in 
a meaBu^ of value, furiiishes one corollary, 
which has been so frecyaently maintained and 
so generally adopted, that although its refuta¬ 
tion is contained in the preceding observations, 
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it appears to require a separate examination. Ii 
is argued, tliat money or any other commodity 
is a good measure of the value of commodities, 
only at the same time, because it is liable to 
vary; while to perform this function correctly, 
there should be a commodity the value of which 
did not vary from one age* to another; as to 
measure the lengths of objects at differeilt pe¬ 
riods, there must be an object .of invariable 
length Let us therefore endeavour to ascer¬ 
tain what this really amounts to. With regard 
to the measurement of space, the intervention 
of time occasions no alteration in the requisite 
conditions. The preceding remarks are as ap¬ 
plicable to the measurement of the lei^b of 
objects at different times as to the same, 

The qualification necessary* to constitute^to 
instrument a good measure of space, is in each 

* At the same time aad plaee, mouejr is the exact 
measure of the real exchangeable value of all commodi¬ 
ties. It is so, however, at tiie same time and place only.^* 
Wealth of Nations, Kook i, Chap. fi. 
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ca$e namely, i^itwiiebteiaiisa dtning 

ita ^{»|plicatioi^ to all the objects compared* 
Whether an hour or a century elapses between 
the successive applications of the instrument 
makes no difference. The essential requisite 
is the.same in measuring objects in distant 
ages, or objects existing at the same time. 

Bift in the process called measuring value, 
there is no, application of any instrument, 
and therefore, as I have already shown, there Is 
absolnh'ly nothing to which the quality of in- 
variableness can be attributed, or of which it 
can be affirmed. The requisite condition in 
the process is, that the commodities to be mea¬ 
sured should be reduced to a common deno- 
^H^tion, which may be done at all times with 
equal facility; or rather it is ready done to our 
hands, since it is the prices of commodities 
which a;^e recorded, or their gelations in value 
to moliey. If money, therefore, is a good mc- 
diupi of comparison at one time, it is at all 
times.. 
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It na&jr be cAijecfed, ibt 

commoditieg at each tiate,' Mr 

cotiamMiM atdifibebt tis^.'" 

(■ * 

This objectioa, however, j^beoeeeds ick A Am' 
damental mistake already er^r^'Sh albuaiar 
chapter, namely, that the ration'6f value'fN|a 
exist betweep commodities U /lifferett periods,' 
which is in the nature cif the cthe i^aposuUe; 

I 

and if no relation exists there can bo nb mea^re^ 
ment of it. It is, in truth, only the v^ufe of 
commodities at the same tiitathat can be raea- 
sitred; another point in which the m^md 
analogy between the measurement of apace 
and of value completely fails. In the case 
of length, a direct “comparison may be made 
between two objects,^ boWeVer separated % 
time, and their ratio to each dther found. The 

w 

length of an object now may he cothpsred with 
the length of an, object in former times, by 
means of an instrument actually; handed down 
to us; by an uninteirupt^ trtmsmission ofdhe 
same object,, or the same i^ace through die 
medium of different objects, furnishing a com- 
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uiott bond of xohhectioh between the measure¬ 
ments of space in all ages. But this circnim- 
stance can evidently have n6 existence in tire 
mieasurement of value, which is the ascertain- 
mmtof a relation between cootemporaiy com- 
modifies, and not between objects at different 
periods. The two* cases would be analogous 
if we supposed no physical raeajure of length 
to be transmitted from one period to another, but 
only a recmrd of the lengths of different objects 
expressed in a common denomination. Under 
the®e citcumstances, all that we could do would 
be to compare the relative dimensions of ob¬ 
jects in oUr. own days, with the relative dimen- 
of similar objects m past times, as re-- 
oordedt but we should have no common me¬ 
dium of comi^son between one age and ano¬ 
ther. Now what in this case Would be i!>wihg 
tti Ihe want of a transmiWed measure; arises in 
^ the other ease frotn the veiy nature of the re- 
ktioii with which we have to do. The na- 

' i ^ ' ' 

tiaffe (if AsEt rel^oa intopoB^ eto <eom^ 
plete a betwera different ais 
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would result from tim com¬ 

mon iustruiuent for me^uriug s{»»Ge« v. , 

It is obtious t^n, that if no j^laticm of 
value can exist between objects in difierebt 
ages, there can be no measurertfeat of it, tior 
consequently can thei^'fbe any or me* 

diuln of Comparison requiifed. 

The only thing to be done, with regard 
differmt periods, is to compaie the relation of 
value subsisting between any two commodities, 
A and B, at one period, wiA the relation fubsistr 
ing between them at another; or, in oflior 
words, the quantity of a which purchased B at 
the former time, with the quantity of a which 
purchased b at the latter. This is evidendy a 
simple comparison, in whicii neither a npr n 
perfom the fanetion of a measure, or medium^ 


in any possibte interpretation^ ^of the term. 
That office has ip all likelihood ,been, alr^ 


discharged in asceilaining tbe lektiye quand- 

, f *' %' ^ V II 

ties of A and n at eoeh period j and if> ■ 
probable, these quomities have been asoania^^ 
by me 
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has been the medium of comparison. But 
after these cjuantities have been ascertained, 
there can be no place whatever in the subse¬ 
quent comparison for any medium, no con¬ 
ceivable function for it to perform. 

Should it be urged, that when we compare 
the price of com in one year with its price in 
another, we use money as a medium of com- 
"parison, in the same way as when wc compare 
the prices of com and cloth at the same point 
of time, the answer is not difficult. 

In the latter case it is obvious, that the facts 
furnished to us are the relations of cloth and 
corn to money, or, the quantities of money for 
which definite portions of them are exchanged; 
and from these we infer another circumstance, 
namely, the relation of value between corn and 
cloth, and consequently their comparative power 
of purchasing all other commodities. 

In the former case, on the other hand, the facts 
furpished to us arc the prices of com, or the rela¬ 
tions between corn and money, at two 4i&rent 
periods: but from these tve deduce no other rela- 
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tion; we do not advance a step beyond the infor- 
mation given; there is no inferencetiorresponding 
to that which is drawn in the other case. We can¬ 
not deduce the relation of value, between com at 
the first and corn at the second peiriod, because 
no such relation exists, nor consequently can 
we ascertain their comparative power over 
other commodities. If we made the attehapt, 
it would be in fact endeavouring* to infer the 
quantities of corn which exchanged for each 
other at two different points of time, a thing 
obviously absurd. And further, money would 

t I 

not be here discharging a particular function 
any more than tile Other commodity. We 
should have the value of corn in money, and 
the value of money in corn, but one would bO 
no more a measure or mediuln of comparison 
than the other. 

These observations are enough to show, tlikt 
the only use of a measure of value, in the 
sense of a medium of comparison, is between 
commodities existing at the same time; and 
consequently the proposition, that money is not 
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a good ineaatHre of the value of coinmodittes at 
difiereut^penods, is either fal^ or amdutits Id 
liothihg. if it means that mdn^ is not eqnally 
a ^dod measure of contemporary commoditicis 
at ally period, it is directly opposite to the 
tra&: if tt ! 1 rneaas that it is not a good me^ 
di«m # compafisdn between commodities at 
diffd^nt periods, it asserts its incapability of 
p^dbrthing a fntictiod in a case inhere there is 
140 function for it id perform. 

In applying the principles developed in the 
preceding disquisition to the writings of Mr. Ri¬ 
cardo, ^e shall find that he has fallen into the 
same errors as his predecessors and contempo¬ 
raries, as well as into others peculiarly his own. 
Hisle^ by bis radical miScondeption of the na¬ 
ture of value, and particuimrly by his notions 
on^be subject of real value, he has opened his 
^ invariable measure,” with the 
I^OWing passage, the errors of which will be 
sufBcis^dy apparent to any one who has attended 
to &e Aire^ing part of the present chapter. 

. ^ ^5 When cpiumoditke,” says Mr. Ricar^, 



OF VALUE. 


119 


“ varied in irelative y«Jue, it would be desirable 

to have the . ir^ans of as^rtaiuing which of 

them fell, and which rose in real value, and 

this could be effected oi^ly by comparing them, 

one after another, with some invariable standard 

measure of value, which should itself ba imbt 

ject to none of the fluctualions to which other 

commodities are exposed. Of such a tui^ure 

it is impo^ible to be possessed^ because there 

♦ 

is no commodity which is not, itself ex|)dsad to 
the same variations as the things, the value of 
which is to be ascertained; that is, there is 
none which is not subject id reciuire more or 
less labour for its production,” 

It has been already shown in the first chap¬ 
ter, not merely that such a comtUodity is,phy- 
sically impossible, as here conceded by Mr. Bi- 
cardo, but that the supposition of such a com- 
modity^ for such^a purpose involves contradict 
tory conditions*. We could ndlin ffie nafcare 


* Should Mr. Eichrdo, oi; rather ^hdutd any of hH"' foL 
lowers, shciiter himself under the noUOii of real valuev spbd 


' ' ' ‘ < 

thus eseafKO the absurihty hero chargred hponhim^ It would 

only be taking refuge in another absurdity equally gfTeat. 
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of the okse ie^vea^iable 

value, by whieh to asc^rtaia il^ fluetuatioua of 
alii oth^ things uuless all , were 

of iuvariable value, ia which would 

I ' '/ ' I. ‘ 

be no fluGtnatioiis to ascertain. 

I . ' ifc ' ' ' 

We have»alsp seen in the present chapter, 
that the demand fear invariablenes of value in 

f , • 

any commodity to be used as a measui^, is 
founded altogether on a false analogy; that 

* ’ )fc , 

fluctuations in value are not ascertained by any 

’ ' * I 

measure, but by historical evidence; that a 
measure of value can signify nothing but a 
medium of comparison for contemporary com¬ 
modities ; and that we have as good a measure 
in this sense, not only as it.is possible to have, 
but as it is possible to conceive, 

I \ 

Besides these errors, there is to be disco¬ 
vered in Mr. Ricardo’s views, as to the uses of 
a measure of vahie, a singular confusion of 
thought, which 1 shall here endeavour to ex¬ 
plain. 

t " 

The specific error of MV. Ricardo on the sub¬ 
ject of invariable value consists, as before 
explained, in supposing, that if the causes of 
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valuis affecting one 

sartie, the 'Tti^ue- of;idtei|t;-'!CCffllliti!t»^^ 'ct^^lik; 
vary, overlooking ci)^th8ti&y^l^i^ 

, I r ' 

denotes ^ tetation betw^ t^o 
must necessarily altei^ with in ^l^tiort in 

' ' f l‘ > * ■ 1 'l 

causes affecting either of them. n#tncesMtly 
identifies coiaslancy in tih# qnaitfity of pro- 
dncing labour with constancy of vdlue. 
HenCe he maintams, that if c-^ld find hny 
commodity invariable in the circumstances of 
its production, it would be in the first placo 
invariable in value; and, secondly, it would 
indicate, or would ensible us to ascertain, the 
variations in vaJue of other commodities* 


It is curioiig enoagh that" be should never 
have clearly discerned what shch cohnnodity 
would really serve to indicate d it v^^ould not, as 
he asserts, serve to indicate the Variations 
in the value of ccjn^modities, but the variations 
in the circumstances of their production, . It 
would enable us to ascertain, not any fluctaia-p, 
tions in value, but in which commodity those 
fluctuations had originated; He has irt'^^truth 
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co^fouiided two pi^rfipctly distinct ideas, name¬ 
ly, measuring the mlm of comnmlitks^ and 
asqeriai^ng in which cmmodiitf, in wirni 
degree, the cames of value have varied^ 

t ^ ^ » r i I ^ 

For suppose we iiad such a commodity as he 
requfres foi^a staiuisurd: suppose, for instance, 

all comntodities to be produced by labour 

‘ 0 , 

alonb, and silver to be produced by an invari¬ 
able quantity of labour. In this case silver 
Would be, according to Mr. Ricardo, a perfect 
measure of value. But in what sense ? What 


is the function performed ? Silver, even if in- 
vmrisd)le in its producing kl>our, will tell us 


nothing of the value of other commodities. 
Their relations, in value to eilver, or their prices, 
must be ascertained in the usual way, and 


' ( 

when ascertai^d; we shall certainly know the 
values of commodities in relation to each other : 

' * '‘‘i’ •’ ' ' 

but in e.11 this there is no assistance derived 


from circumstance of the producing labour 
of sijlyer being a constant quantity. 


But it is the, fluctuations of commodities 


which this invamble standard is to ascertain or 
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measiiTe. Let; us try 1x) discover how far it 
would essist us here, - 
Suppose cloth in the yw 1600 was worth 
125. a yard, and in 1800 only 65. Het^ we 
have a fluctuation ip ihe value Of^Ioth, in re¬ 
lation to the standard commodity ; in 1800 it 
was worth only half as rau<?h silver as it was in 
1600. This, however, is not^ let it be ob¬ 
served, a fluctuation ascertained by the cir¬ 
cumstance of silver being produced by an in¬ 
variable quantity of labour. Had silver varied 
in the circumstances of its production, ourin^ 
formation as to the relation between cloth and 
silver would have been equally attainatje, and 
equally coihplete. What then could be ascer¬ 
tained, in this case, from the metal being in¬ 
variable in the quantity of’its producing la¬ 
bour ? What inference would this circum¬ 
stance enable US* to draw ? -fJo inference, ob¬ 
viously, as to the value of cloth and silver; 
for, on this point, the ^price$ of the former tell 
u$ all that it is possible to know. The in¬ 
ference wc should draw woUM be, that the 
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cause of the change in the relation between 
cloth and silveV had been in the former, and as 
labour is, by the supposition, the sole cause of 
value, we migiit: m&K ^^rlicularly infer, that 
the producing labour of cloth had been abridged 
to half its former quantity. 

A commodity/ therefore, under these con- 
ditions, produced by an invariable quantity of 
labour, would enable us to ascertain, not the 
fluctuations in value between two or more com¬ 
modities (for these are facts to be gathered 
from appropriate evidence), but the fluctuations 
in the quantity of labour which produced them: 
and in truth, if we examine w4at is the par¬ 
ticular advantage which Mr. Ricardo himself 
supposes we should be able to derive from the 
possession of such a commodity, we shall find 
it to iii reality that which is here described, 
the power of ascertaining, not cthe variations in 
value, but the variations in the producing la¬ 
bour of commodities. Speaking of the inter¬ 
change of game and fish,, in the earlier stages 
of society, he says,— 
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“ K with the same quantity of labour, a less 
quantity of fish, or a greater quantity of game 
were obtained, the value of fish would rise in 
comparison with that of game* If, on the con¬ 
trary, with the same quantity of labour a less 
quantity of game, or a greater quantity of fish 
was obtained, game would* rise in comparison 
with fish. 

If there were any other comitodity, which 
was invariable in its value, we should be able 
to ascert.ain, by comparing the value of fish 
and game with this commodity, how much of 
the variation was to be attributed to a cause 
which afi'ected the Value of fish, and how much 
to a cause which afiected the value of game. 

“ Suppose money to be that commodity. If 
a salmon were worth £1, and a deer £2, one 
deer would be worth two salmon. But a deer 
might become of Ihe value of three salmon, for 
more labour might be required to obtain the deer, 



might opmite at the same time. If we had 
this invariable standard, we might easily as- 
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certain in what degree either 6f these (^uSes 

V 

If salitoon comtimieS to seE tot £1, 
tvlHst deer rose to £3, we migit ccwidude that 
jndre lab&ur was reydred! to o&tdn tk^ dm*. If 
deer continued at the «aiiie price of £% and 
sahnoft $old for 4rf- we might ihen be sure 

r 

that Ifss litbour was mguiredto obtain the salmon; 
and if deer rose to £2. 10^. and salmon fell to 
16^. M. we should be convinced that badh cames 
had opeif*&t€d in producing the alteration of the 
relative value of these commodities.” 

Here we have a very accurate description, 
by Mr. Ricardo, of what a commodity pro- 

j ' ^ 

duced by an invariable quantity of labour 
(not a commoditj^ of invariable value, as be 
erroneouslif terms it) would enable Us to ascer¬ 
tain, Under the supposition that all things Were 

* i- 

determined in value by quantity of labour. 

He does not tell us that stmh a commodity 

would enablo us to ascertain the value of fish 
* 

or ^me, or their varia^tion in value, but this 
variation being givmy that it would enable us 
to infer how much of it was to be attributed to a 
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change in the laboiir required! to obtain the 
salmoit, aiwi how much to a chadge in that re¬ 
quired to obtain the deer. 

In this and other passages it will be found, 

. 

that although Mr. Ricarduis professedly speak- 
ing of a ecanmodity produced l>y invariable la¬ 
bour, in the character of a measure of value, he 

i 

is in reality, without being conscious of the dif¬ 
ference, altogether occupied with the considera¬ 
tion of that commodity as capable of indicating 
variations in the producing labour of other com- 
modities^. Instead of a measure of value, 

* The same remark will apply to economists in gfooeraL 
'Fheir real object in seeking^ for a of value (how- 

ever little they may be aware of it) H tp determine in whidli 
commodities any changes of value have originated, and not 
to ascertain the extent of these changes, which, as. 1 have 
repeatedly stated, are matters of record and evidence, and 
a knowledge of which is in reality pre-supposed in any ap¬ 
plication of what they call a measure. It is not, there¬ 
fore, a measure df value which they are in pursuit of, but 
a commodity which would indicate the somres of varialaoiu 
Whether there is any one which would do this better 
than another, would at all events be a rational, and might 
prove a useful inquiry. 
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such a'commodity as h^' describes would be a 
miaasure of labour, or a medium of stscertain- 
ing the varying quantities of labour which 
commodities required to produce them. Be- 
. fore it could be employed m regard to any ob- 
jectj % faW of that object, or its relation to 
thq<etismdt^' commodity, must be given, and 
, then* all that oOuld.be deduced from the datum 
would be the quaatity pf labour bestowed on 
its production. , 

. But perhaps thfe mc«t remarkable circum-. 
stance of sH i8,lhat for this latter purpose, that 
invariableness in itbe quantity of labour, which 
he has insisted uprm qs so essentially requisite, 
would be of no pecwUm service. On the sup- 
,p(»ition that labovu was the sole determining 
principle of value, a commodity produced by 
an invariable qumJtity of labour would afford 
us no assistance even as a measure, of labour, 
which could not be equally , derived from a 
coriiBwIlity the producing labour of which 
was variable, provided we urcre fiimished with 
the same data, , j,. 
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For iti the above comparison of doth in 1600 
and cloth in 1800, mark all that is specifically 
ascertained. 

If silver had been liable to variation in the 
quantity of its producing labour, we should 
still have been informed, from the same source 
that supplied the information in the other^case, 
what was its relation to cloth, for this is equiva¬ 
lent to saying, that we should still have been in¬ 
formed of die prices of cloth at the two different 
periods specified. These are historical facts, and 
not deductions from the invariableness of the 
labour employed hi the production of silver. 
Were this labour then a variable quantity, we 
should still learn, that a yard of cloth in 1600 
was 12.s\ and in 1800 G^.; but we should, it is 
alleged, be at a loss to discover, whether the 
change in the relation between silver and cloth 
had been owing ib the former or the latter. This 
then is the sole circumstance by which the two 
cases are supposed to fee distinguished^ncl in 
fact it amounts to this; we could tell that, in 
the former case, cloth in 1800 required only 
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half the labour necessary for its production in 
1600, while iii*'the latter case we could not tell 
whether the quantity of producing labour in 
the cloth had been reduced one half, or whether 
that required for the production of money had 

c 

been doubled. In answer to this I say, that the 
ratio between tlie* quantities of labour necessary 
for the production of cloth in 1800, and in 
1600, might ‘(>0 equally ascertained, although 
the quantity of labour employed in the produc¬ 
tion of silver had varied, provided that the; data 
in the two cases were equal. 

The data in the first case are ihe prices of 
cloth at each period, and tlie ratio subsisting 
between the: quantity of labour employed at 
each period in tlie production of silver. The 
circumstance of this ratio being that of equality 
makes no difference. 

Now sup])ose, in the second case, that we 
are furnished with the prices*of cloth at both 
peribds, nud with the r.atio subsisting between 
the quantities of tlu^ labour necessary for the 
production of silver, which ratio, by the sup- 
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position, not beijig that of equality, suppose 
to be as 2 in 1600 to 1 in 180Q, or, in other 
words, suppose that silver in 1800 is produced 
by half the labour required in J 600. 

With these data it is obvious, diat we could 
deduce the ratio of labour cmj^pyed in the 
production of cloth at these periods, with as 
much. accuracy as we could under the condi¬ 
tions of the first case. If in 1^00 the cloth 
was 12,y. per yard, and in 1800 only the 
producing labour of silver at the latter period 
being only half of what it was at tlie former 
period, then the producing, labour of clotli 
would have been reduced to a quarter of its 
former quantity. For in 1600 a yjird of cloth 
being 12.v. in value, the yard of cloth and the 
12 a‘. took equal quantities of labour to produce 
them: hut in 1800 the producing labour of 12^-. 
is by the supposition reduced one half, and 
consequently the quantity of jabour in 6a‘. must 
be a quarter of the guantity which liad'been 
necessary to produce 12^. in 1600. Mow as6.v. 
in 1800 exchange for a yard of cloth, the pro- 
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dttcing labour of the yard of cloth must be 
equal to the producing labour of the 6^.; that is, 
a quarter of the quantity of labour employed to 
produce a yard of cloth in 1600, 

It may probably be alleged, however, as an 
advantage peculiar to die first case, that the 
quantity of producing labour being invariable, 
we are saved from all that research into its com¬ 
parative quantity at different periods which 
would be necessary on the contrary supposition* 
But it is to be recollected, that the circumstance 

* k 

of a commodity having been always produced 
by the same quantity of labour, is an historical 
fact quite as difficult to ascertain as the vari- 

*' 4 

ations of another commodity. We might, it is 
true, be saved from all investigation of this 
nature, if there existed a commodity, which, 
from some obvious and insuperable necessity, 
was always the product of the same labour; yef 
even this advantage is not dependent on the in¬ 
variableness of the labour; for if, what is 
equally easy to suppose, and- quite as likely to 
happen, we had a commodity which necessarily 
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varied every yeiar in a given proportion, we 
should be, equally ^p^ired the pains of historical 
research. To have a commodity, whether pro¬ 
duced by a variable or by an invariable qnan- 
tity of labour, which saved us the trouble of 
inquiry, would doubtless be an advantage, but 
we might as well suppose fifty other arjsitrary 
aids*. 

In concluding this discussion,’ it may not be 
useless to advert more particularly to one of the 
objects, which economists have proposed to 
themselves in the attempt to discover an inva¬ 
riable measure or standard of value. It appears 

« 

to have been to determine the eflSciency of re- 
venues, salaries, and wages of different classes 
of people at different periods, in what condi¬ 
tion such revenues enabled them to live, or 
what power it enabled them to wield. This, it 
is supposed, w<5uld be accomplished, did we 
possess some object of immutable value. 

“If we are told,” ^ays Mr, Malthus, ^that 
the wages of day-labour in a particular coun- 


* See Note E. ’ 
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try are, at the present time, four pence a day ; 
or, that the revenue of a particnlar sovereign, 
70(» or 8(X) years ago, was 400,000/. a year, 
these statements of nominal value convey 
no sort of information respecting ""the con¬ 
dition of the lower classes of people iii the 
one or thc‘ resources of the sovereign 

in the other Without further knowledge on 

f 

the subject, we should be quite at a loss to say, 
whether the labourers in the countrv mentioned 
were starving, or living in gi*eater plenty; 
whether the king in question might be consi¬ 
dered as having a very inadeqtiate revenue, or 
whether the sum mentioned was so great as to 
be incredible. 

It is quite ol^vious, that in cases of this 
kind, and they are of constant recurrence, the 
value of wkges, incomes, or commodities, esti¬ 
mated in the precious metals, ‘will be of little 
use to ns alone. What we want further is 
soiiie** estiraati of a kind which may be deno¬ 
minated real value in exchange, implying the 
quantity of the necessaries and conveniences of 
life, which those w^ages, incomes, or commodi- 
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dities will etiable the possessor of them to com¬ 
mand 

Now to suppose that we can have any one 
object by which this information can be ob¬ 
tained, would imply a gross misconception of 
the nature of value. I have already repeatedly 
stated, that to know the vsHue of an article at 
any period, is merely to know its relation in 
exchange to some other commt)dity. From 
this fact, which must be ascertained like other 
facts, no inference whatever can be drawn as to 
the value of any thing beyond the two commo¬ 
dities in question. From the relation of com 
and money nothing can be inferred as to the 
relation of corn and labour, or of money and 

labour. If, proceeding a step farther, we learn 

* 

from the proper records the relation also of la- * 
hour and money, then we can deduce the rela¬ 
tion of labour and corn; but we should not be 
able to make any inference to any other object. 
The only practicable inference on the siJbject 


^ t'rincipleE of Pol. Econ,, p. 59. 
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of value, Is the mutual relation of two commo¬ 
dities from their separate relations to a third. 

It follows, that if we wish to ascertain the 
state of comfort or luxury in which any class 
of people lived at any assigned period, there is 
no possible iliethod of effecting the object, but 
ascertaining from fhe proper documents the 
amouht of their incomes, and then, particular 
by particular, *the relation which these incomes 
bore to commodities. If the incomes are 
stated in com, or silver, nothing can be inferred 
from the statement, as to their power over 
other things. Supposing the income to be a 
certain amount of money, then die inquirer 
must find records of the prices of those arti¬ 
cles to which his curiosity is directed, and a 
simple calculation will teach him the power of 
the income to command them. 

If he wishes? for example, ,to ascertain the 
condition of the labouring class at any given 
period, he must first find the rate of wages, or, 
in other words, the mutual relation of labour 
and money. This is one step In the investiga- 




tidn, but it will not of itself throw ady li^t rni 
the food, clothing, and comfortj which the la¬ 
bourers are able to procure; and he must there¬ 
fore search in the proper registers for the 
prices of such commodities as constitute these 
necessaries and conveniences. He can ascer¬ 
tain nothing but what is shojvu by the histori¬ 
cal documents which he consults. When he 
has found the price of labour,* the price of 
corn, of cloth, of hats, of stockings, of fuel, of 
house-room, he will be able to tell how much 
of each of these commodities a week's or a 


year s labour could command : in other words, 
the condition of tile labouring class of society 
in these respects will become manifest. 


But these are all separate particulars, to be 
separately ascertained: one*will not disclose 
another; each must be individually established 
by independent, evidence. . There can be no 
commodity, by a reference to which the pow^ 


of a given income over any or all other com¬ 


modities may be shown. 
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Conclusions such as these are so obvious, 
tliat they would- scarcely require to be for¬ 
mally stated had they not been frequently over¬ 
looked. Even the author of the Templars’ 
Dialogiles, who observes, ** that Mr. Maltbus, 
in common \fith many others, attaches a most 
unreasonable importance to the discovery of a 
measure of value,” seems to sanction the pre¬ 
vailing errors,'when he goes on to remark, that 
such a measure “ would at best end in answer¬ 
ing a few questions of unprofitable curiosity*.” 
Sufficient, it is hoped, has been said to show, 
that we are in possession of the only kind of 
measure which can be had dr conceived, and 
that we must look for tlie^irratification of our 
curiosity, not to any measure of value whatever, 
but to the records of former times, and a few 
simple calculations from the data which they 
funiisfi. 

London t'oivMny 18*24, p. 560. 



CHAPTER Vll, 



ON" THK MEASURE OF VALUE PROFOSED 
RY MR. MALTIIUS.* 

After the conclusions established in the pre¬ 
ceding chapter, it would be a superfluous task 
to examine the various measures of value which 
may have been imagined or proposed by dif¬ 
ferent economists. As that, nevertheless, which 

has been recently advocated by Mr. Malthus, 

» 

and wdiich was originally brought forward by 
Adam Smith, has attracted some attention, it 
may deserve a cursory notice. 

This measure is labour, considered as an 
exchangeable commodity, or, in other wf>i^ds, 
the labour which commodities command: 
and proceeding on the false principle, that a 
measure of value must be itself immutable in 
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value, Mr, Malthus maintains that the value of 
labour is invariable. 

The discussions in which we hate already 
been engaged, furnish a variety of methods in 
which the ^errors of this doctrine may be ex¬ 
posed. 

It has been showil, for example, that the value 
of laliour, like that of any other exchangeable 
article, is defhoted by the quantity of some 
othereomraodity for which a definite portion of 
It will exchange, and must rise or fall as that 
quantity becomes greater or smaller, these 
phrases being in tmth only different expressions 
of the same event. Hence, unless labour always 
exchanges for the same quantity of other things, 
its value cannot be invariable; and consequently, 
the very supposition of its being at one and the 
saine time invariable, and capable of measur¬ 
ing the variations of other commodities, in¬ 
volves a direct contradiction. 

j' ^ * 

Itdias also been shown, that to term any 
thing immutable in. value, amidst the fluctua¬ 
tions of other things, implies that its value at 
one time may be compared with its Value at 
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another time, without reference to any other 
commodity; which is absurd,’ value denoting 
a relation between two things at tlie same time; 
and it has likewise been shown, that in no sense 
could an object of invariable value, if attain¬ 
able, be of any peculiar service in the capacity 

i> * 

ot a measure. 

These considerations are quite suflBcient to 


overturn the claims of the proposed measure, 
as maintained by its advocate, but it may be 
inquired, how far would it be useful in the sense 
of a medium of comparison. In order to sa¬ 
tisfy this inquiry, let us suppose a simple case. 
I wish to know, for instance, the mutual value 
of com and cloth in the year 1 GOO ; and in the 
ordinary way I find, that corn was (5^. a bushel 
and cloth 12^. a yard, and I thence perceive, 
that a bushel of corn was worth half a yard of 
cloth. Tliis api^ears to be the only informa¬ 
tion wanted; but this is using money as the 
medium of comparison,; and to apply Mr. Mal- 
thus’s measure, we must find the value of corn 
and cloth in relation to labour. Of this, how¬ 
ever, 1 probably shall find no record, and there- 
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fore the measure proposed cannot be used. I 
may find, it is true, the pricCvS of labour, corn, 
and cloth : I then may proceed to calculate the 
value of a yard of cloth and a bushel of coni 
in labour ; and their separate relations to labour 
will show their relation to each other : but 
this \ have already learned from their prices or 
separate relations to money. Their value in 
labour, therefore, is perfectly superfluous towards 
ascertaining their mutual relation, consequently 
labour in this case is perfectly useless as a mea¬ 
sure of value. 

The way in which Mr. Maltlius attempts to 

establish the invariable value of labour is re- 

» 

markable enough, and his table, drawn up with 
that view, is certainly one of the most curious 
productions in the whole range of political 
economy*. 

In the first column he supposes certain 
quantities of corn to be produced by ten men, 

* 

* As the htihsequeut remarks could scarcely be utider- 
stood without a reference to this table, a copy of it Is pre*- 
vseuted to the reader at the end of the present chapter. 
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according to the varying fertility of the soil. 
In the secojid column he stat5s*the yearly com 
wages of each labourer, determined by the de¬ 
mand and supply. The first case supposes the 
yearly wages of a labourer to be 12 quarters, 
the last only 8 quarters ; in other words, the 
value of labour in relation \o corn is in the first 
case 12 quarters, and in the last 8. Hence it 
is obvious, that to provti the invaHable value of 
labour, he begins by supposing it to be variable; 
singular premises, certainly, from which to de¬ 
duce such a conclusion And the process oi‘ 
deduction is no less singular. Taking the first 
case, he proceeds thus: If 1 man obtain 12 
quarters per aimum'for wages, 10 men w ill ob¬ 
tain 120 quarters, and as the whole product of 
these 10 men is 150 quarters, profits will be 25 
per cent. Now as 150 quarters are the product 
of 10 men, 120 quarters must be produced by 8 
men, and the profits being equal to the labour of 
2 men, the value of the whole 120 quarters is 
10. But 10 what? Evidently 10 men s labour: 
that is, in other words, the quantity of coni 
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given to 10 men for their labour, is equal in 
value to the lab6ur of ten men, which is just equi¬ 
valent to saying, that the number of shillings 
which any one gives for a yard of cloth, is equal 
in value to the yard of cloth for which the 
shillings are exchanged ! In a word, Mr. Mal¬ 
thas sets out from the premises, that 120 quar¬ 
ters of corn are given as wages to \0 men, and, 
after journeying through two columns of figures, 
be arrives at the conclusion, that the said 120 
quarters are worth the labour for which they 
are given. In the same manner he goes through 
all the other cases, and as whatever quantity of 

com is given to 10 men as their wages must be 

« 

equal in value to that for which it is exchanged, 
that is, to the labour of ] 0 men, he constantly 
succeeds in alighting at the point from w^hich 
he set out. Having accomplished thus much, 
he appears to proceed as follows: If I give 
a commodity, which is as valuable at one time 
as at* another, for another^ commodity at each of 
these periods, that other commodity must be 
equally constant in value. Now the wages of 
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10 mm having been pifOfed lo h^i m vaimble 
at one time as at an^f% the Vdliie 0!lf ^ 
hour for which they,ate exchanged must beebp‘ 
constant/ By wages he means the aggfe|fa^ 
quantity of corn; and howhafc he ^iown these ^ 
wages to be of invariable value! Hehaashoiim 
them to be invariable^ estimated in labour; his 
argument consequently is> that because the 
wages of ten men are always of the same value, 
estimated in labour, therefore the labour for' 
which they are exchanged must be of intWht^ 
ble value. " 

In the same way any article might be proV’^^' 
to be of invariable value; for instance, 10 ystrd^ 
of cloth. For whether we gave £5 or £I0 for 
the 10 yards, the sum given wodd alu>njs be 
equal in value to the cloth for which it was 
paid, or, in oth^ words, of invariable talui 

relation to cloth. • But that which is givmi for ? 

* 

a thing of invariable value, must its«lf b© 
variable, whence the 10 yard? of cloth'Jfl^MH^he' 
of imrarpble value. , , Jy 

It is scarcely necessary to expose the ftjtSf^, 
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of reasoning like this. Instead of proving la¬ 
bour to be of immutable , value, it proves the re* 
verse* An alteration in the mdiual value of 
. two articles means, that the quantities in which 
they are exchanged for each other are altered: 
a definite quantity of one fe exchanged for a 
greater or smaller portion of the other than be¬ 
fore. Now the only commodities in question, 
in Mr. Malthus s table, are com 'and labour; 
and if, as he supposes, the labour of 10 men is 
at one time rewarded with 120 quarters of com, 
and at another time with only 80 quarters, the 
only condition required for an alteration of 
Value is fulfilled, and labour, instead of l>eing 
invariable, has fallen one-third, 

«* 

The fallacy lies in virtually considering or 
apeakmg of wages, as if they were a commo¬ 
dity > while, as the term is used by Mr. Mal- 
thusi- it really implies an aggregate quantity of^ 
in the same way as the term sum implies 
anIs^isegate quantity of money; and it is just 
the saibe kind of futility to call wages invariable 
m ^ue, because though variable in quantity 
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they command the jsame portioii of IgLhonr, ^ 
to call the sum given for Of .invariable 

value, becatfee, although sometime« more, and 
sometimes less,, it always purchaBea the hat. 
In speaking of the rise and fell in Value of 
commodities, we have nothing to do With ag¬ 
gregate quantities which reSdly vaiy in amount, 
and have no identity but in nan^; our business 
is with definite portions: and the precise rea¬ 
son why tlie labour in one case, and the hat in 
the other, are not of mvariaWe value, is, that 
the quantities of com and of money given for 

them have varied, although these quantities un,* 

1 ' 

der every variation continue to be designated 
by the terms ‘‘ wages,” and sum,” 

It is true cnongb, that if a commodity ex- 
ehang4^ at one time for 10 inenls labour, and at 
another time for the same, it has not altered in 
value to labour :*both the commodity and the 
labour have been constaM in value to each 
other; as Wag^ are ^bf a commodity, as 
in Mr. Maldiua^.^me they signify an 

aggiegate qimntity of com, if this aa^regate 
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quantity, given for a definite portion of labour, 

is sometimes larger and sometimes smaller, the 

corn of which the aggregate is composed 

varies accordingly in value in relation to the 

labour for which it is given, and the labour 
« 

varies in value in relation to the corn 

From these remarks tlie reader will pcrcjjve, 
that Mr. Maithus^S Table illustrating th(* in 
variable value of labour,” absolutely prov<*s 
nothing* It exhibits merely the results of a few 
simple operations in arithmetic, as a sligin in¬ 
spection of the annexed copy will sliow. Co¬ 
lumn 1 contains the quantities of corn produced* 
according to the varying fcrtilitv of the soil, by 
the yearly labour of 10 men, which quautities 

are assumed, and not deduced from other data. 

« 

The second column exhibits the quantities of 
CDrii ^en yearly to each labourer, and these 
quantities are also assumed, not deduced. 
Coluiim 3 contains the quantities of com given 
yeaHy to 10 men, obtained by multiplying the 
quantities in column 2 by the number 10. 
Column 4 shows the rate of profit, or how much 
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per cent, the quantities of corn in column 1 cx- 
oeedl:he conespoiiding quantifies in column 3; 
or, in othei^ words, how much per cent the 
quantities of corn produced by 10 men exceed 
the quantities given to 10 men for their labour. 
Column /> exhibits the quantities of labour, or 
number of men required to produce the quan¬ 
tities of com in the third column, obtained by a 
Simple operation in the rule of tliree; if 10 
ipcn produce 150 quarters, how many will be 
lequired to produce 120? 

Column 6 shows the pro6ts estimated in la*- 
hour, after the rate in the fourth column ; or, 
what is tlie same thing, it shows the quantities of 
labour which the quantities of corn in column 3 
will command, over and above what produced 
them. Column 7 contains the quantities of 
labour commanded by the com in column 3, 
and is nothing hut a repetition of what was be¬ 
fore told us in the third column ; for we are 
there infofmedy ^t the quan^ties of com^nu- 
merated, severidly eommatoded the yearly labour 
of 10 men, and in fhis seventh column there 
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are fowteen distinct reiterations of the same 

^ S'' ' 

place of information. Column 8 is mterely 
uiiotlier enumeration of results obtained by 
simple operations in the rule of three. It shows 
the quantities of labour which 100 quarters of 
corfa would command, at the different rates ac¬ 
cording to which labour ,is rewarded in the 
third column. 

k 

Cduran 9 is a similar enumeration of results, 

I ^ 

obtained in the siime manner, and cKhibits the 
quantity of labour which the products of the 
labourof lOmen in column 1 would respectively 
comm^d, or the ¥al^of those aggregate quan¬ 
tities estimated in labour. 

This enrsOry review evinces, that the for¬ 
midable array of figures in the table yields not 
a single new or importaiy; truth; aiid that the 
seventh column, which was intended to afford 
the grand result of this tabular arglimaeat, ex- 
hibits merely a constant fepetitibn of one of the 
assurnptions on which the whole is built*. 


'8ee Note F. 



Mr. Mahhuis’s Table illustrating the invariable Value of Labour and its Results. 
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CHAPTER-Vlil. 


ON METHODS OF ESTIMATING VALUE. 

Th*: discussion respecting the measurement of 
value naturally leads to tlie consideration of the 
methods of estimating value. To measure and 
to estimate value are often considered as im¬ 
plying the same operation, and are used indis¬ 
criminately. The explanation, hotvever, of the 
former, which I have given in a preceding 
chapter, establishes a useful distinction between 
them. By measuring value I mean finding the 
mutual relation of two commodities by their 
separate relations to a third.^ Estimating value 
is 4fhe Same thing as expressing it except that 

i ‘ ‘ 

* A 

* Sec t'ffote O. 
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the latter is more appositely used in re*gard to a 

I 

single definite portion of a commodity, or at least 
in the simpler cases of valuation; while the 
former may be ^appropriated to case^ of greater 
complexity, where we compute the value of a 
mass or number of commodities! When I 
say a yard of cloth is worth. twenty shillings, 
or a pound, 1 express the value of the cl8th in 
relation to silver. When I say that 1000 yards 
of cloth, 500 quarters of corn, and 20 tons of 
iron, are worth 3000 guineas, I estimate the 
value of these articles in gold* If it is ne- 
cessary to establish a distinction between ex¬ 
pressing and estimating value, it may therefore 
be stated to be, that the latter involves the idea 
of computation, which is not necessarily implied 
ill the former. The distinction, however, is 
not essential, and tlie indiscriminate use of the 
terras can scarcely lead to error* 

Mr. Ricardo frequently inmts, that if by im¬ 
provements in the methods of production the 
whole produce of a country were doubled, 
while the labour employed Remained the same, 
this doubled produce would be only of the same 
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aggregate value as the former produce, while 
eaclx individuai *eoimnodity would have f4llm 
fifty per cent, in value. Ithiobyiom, howeverj 
that the truth of this and similar portions en¬ 
tirely depends on the medium in which we es¬ 
timate value'. Suppose, for the sake of simpli¬ 
fication, that the .country had no foreign com- 
mercfe, and produced its own money; then if 
all commodities (money of course included) were 
produced in double quantity, the effect would 
be, tliat while the valu^ of the ^^ggregate would 
be doubled, the value of each individual com- 
modiiy would remain as before. For by the 
value of an individual commodity we mean its 
power of commanding other things in exchange. 
If a pair of stockings were formerly worth a 
EhilUng, it would still' be wo4h a shilling. 
Every commodiiy would in the aame way con¬ 
tinue tp be exchanged in same quantity 
against every other commodity. . So for as to 
the «value of individual commodities* witli 
regard to th^ aggregate,^ value being in strict 
propriety a relation exiating amongst the several 
parts, it oannot he predicated of the whole, ex- 
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cept in tcf some of it& parts; If the 

value of the whole meaus anj^ thtog, it can be 
only its value estimated or computed in some 
individual commodity; and in this sense* as 

'' i ^ ' 

the quantity of efeiy thing vrqidd •be donbled* 
the aggregate value veoisld be doubled. If a 
pak of stockings continued ttb^ worth a shilling, 
2000 pair, which would now "be produced for 
every thousand pair previously, would be worth 
2000 shillings; and thus, with regard to every 
odier commodity, we should have a double 
value in shillings, and *tlie sum of all these 
values would be double. 

Labour is the only liiing in relation to which 
any commodity would mot necessarily appear to 
be of the same value’**, but here we are of course 
leaving labour out of considefation. On the sup- 

* Coiu^odHi&« mi^ht appear of the same value even in 
relation to labour; that is to say, there would be no incon¬ 
sistency or repugfuance amongst the terms and ideSife in¬ 
volved in the supposition, jdtl^pngh the circumstaftce'Vc^nld 
be one not likely to happen: a jKiinfe, indeed, in tvhlch St 
only resembles the iitlrer pdrts of this hypotlieticid 
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position that all commodities W;^e doubled in 

(juantity, this is»the result, in whichever of the 

commodities or parts we choose to estimate the 
whole. But if any one commodity supposed 
to be produced in the sa|nl quantity by the 
same labotlf as before, and the whole of the 
other commodities are estimated in this one, it 
will 4)e true enough, that the whole produce 
continues ofothe same value, while the parts 
have fallen one half*. From this it is evident, 
that in all such cases the result depends on the 
commodity chosen m the medium of estima¬ 
tion. As by vaJuf we always imply value in 
something, a commodity may be said by one 
person to rise, and by another to fall, and with 
equal trutli, if they speak with tacit reference 
to different comm^idities ; but a general affirma* 
tion of this nature is worse than The 

fissertion of a rise or fall in^inny thing should 
be accompanied by a mention of the commo- 


* Assuming that CQatmoditleti are to e^h oth^ in 
as the labour co«cerae4 m their produeti^ ’ i; 
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dity iu rekttoti to whick it kas tos varied, jor, 
at all events, the commodity ska^tild be cJearly 
indicated by the tenour of &e kngjs^ge em¬ 
ployed^ Othewise, t#o disputants in Political 
Economy may share the fate of* the two 
knights, who fell (sacrifices to their Obstinacy in 

t \ 

mmntainiiig, the qne that aishield was of gold, 
the other that it was of eilver^ both being 
equally correct in their asserti^s, and their' 
difference arising, as a thousand differences 
arise, from the simple circumstance of having 
looked at opposite sides of the same object. 

The present subject may be further elucidated 
by citing a passage'from Mr. Ricardo. The 
labour of a million ^f men in manufactures;^ 
says he, will always produce the same value, 
but will not always produce'^the same riches. 
By the- invention of machinery, by improve¬ 
ments in skill, by a better division of labour, 
or by the ^discoveiy of new marked? where 
more advantageous ess^chaisges may be made, a 
inilMon of men may ^o4<|ce double or treble 
the amount of lichfesi of neceiaaries,: conve- 
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nieaces, and aitttisemeiits, in ones of so¬ 
ciety, that they* could produce in another, but 
they will not on that account add any thing to 
value; for every thing rises or falls in value in 
proportion* to the facility or difficulty of pro¬ 
ducing it, dr, in other words, in proportion to 
the quantity of labour employed oti its pro¬ 
duction*.’' 

All thismaybeaafely pronounced unmeaning 

and nugatory It conveys no information, m »r 

can we Judge of its correctness or inaccuracy, 

till we know what is the commodity, in relation 
0 

to which it is meant to assert, that the product 
of the labour of this million of men will always 
prove of the same value/or in other words, 
until we are told what is the commodity em¬ 
ployed as a medium of estimation. If these 
men produce treble the quantity of all articles 
of exchange whatever, then the aggregate value 

of the product of their labour will be treble, 
* 

* JMncipIefi of BoL Eeon., ‘,.390, Sd 


t Hre Note M. 
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estimated in any article we please. If any ar¬ 
ticles still require the same labour, and wee^i- 
raate the rest in these, then the ag^egc^te value 
will remain die same. 

In the sequel of the passage above cited, 
Mr. Ricardo maintains, that when the labour of 
a certain number of men, formerly capable of 
producing iOOO pair of stockings, become by 
inventions in machbery productii^ cf2000 pair, 
the value of tie general mass of commodi¬ 
ties will be diminished^. because tie stockings 
manufactured before the must 

tall to the level of the'hew gop#.. This again 
depends on the ioode of estimation. Estimated 
in stockings, the aggregate value of the ge¬ 
neral mass of commoditi^ would rise; esti¬ 
mated in any thing, dse it would fall: and al¬ 
though it may seem ludicrous to talk of esti¬ 
mating the value of all commodities in stockings, 

s ‘ 

die principle is still the^ same as if gold or 
any other commodity happened to be thtv me¬ 
dium of valuation. 

Hence it appears, that these propositions, 
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whjicl|i xtoy so profound and paradoxical an 
air, really jamomit to nothing but this, that a 
commodity may rise or fall in relation to One 
commodity and not to another, and therefore 
that the estimation of oommodities in different 
^mdia will necessarily yield different results. 

It may be here f^tnarked^ that Mr, Ricardo 
employs the term estimate in a manner alto¬ 
gether incorrect. In the preceding pages it 
has been shown, that w'e can express the value 
of a commodity only by the quantity of some 
other commodity, for which it will exchange. 
Now if toe^mMe has the same meaning as to 
trpresif value, with the accessory idea of com¬ 
putation' annexed, it follows that we can esti¬ 
mate value only in the same manner. Should 
we therefore at dny tim^ employ labour as the 
miedium of estiraatidp,, it must be the labour 
for winch a commodity will*.exchange. But 
Mr. Ricardo speaks of aitiraating commodities 
by the iahdur which is required to produce 
tbeimj 'Nor is this, to be regarded merely as a 
verbal ihabcuracy, ior it jsippears to have led 
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him into that erroneous method of estimating 
the value of labour, which Ikaas been already 
pointed out. It may be said, at least, that a 
clear apprehension of the precise meaning of the. 
term would have been incompatible with his 
doctrine on the real value of wages, if not with 
the fundamental error whidi runs through his 
speculations, and of which his doctrine on the 
subject of the real value of wa!^es is but a 
ramification. 



CHAPTER IX. 


ON THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN VALl'E AND 

i 

RICHES. 

* 

In the last chapter the subject of the present 
one has been in some degree anticipated. It 
has been there shown what is the real amount 
of the assertion, that the riches of a so¬ 
ciety may be doubled or trebled without any 
thing being added to their value. The sub¬ 
ject, however, is of so much importance, that 

it will be necessary to entrf into a closer ex- 

% 

amination of it. 

The distinction between riches and value is 

t 

sufficiently obvious, riches signifying the com¬ 
modities themselves (with one or more accessory 
ideas annexed), and value denoting the relation 
in exchange between any of these commodities. 
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Mr. Ricardo, nevertlieless, has been singularly 
unfortunate in his attempt to discriminate them. 
His elaborate chapter, which contains it, ap¬ 
pears to me to be a remarkable tissue of 
errors and unmeaning conclusions, arising froih 
his fundamental misconception of*the nature of 
value. Throughout the whole of this chapter, 
he speaks of value as the positive result of la¬ 
bour : whence it follows, that the’same quantit}’^ 
of labour must always produce tlm same value, 
however much its productive powers may have 
increased. Riches, therefore, may be inde¬ 
finitely multipHed, while no miore labour is em 
ployed ; but the value of the riches, under this 
condition, remains invariably the same. 

Such is the sum and substance of Im argu- 
ment. The error of stating the value to re¬ 
main constant has been sufficiently "considered. 
There is still, however, an ambiguity or ob¬ 
scurity in the meaning of the term riches, which 
requires to be cleared up. Mr. Ricardt) has 
regarded it as "synonymous, sometimes, with 
corrim&ditie^, anS at other times with abundance 

M 2 
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of commodities. It is evidently used in a col¬ 
lective sense ; it *is a term expressive of aggre¬ 
gation, if not of plenty. The adjective rich 
is never applied but to denote the possession of 
abundance, or the means of commanding it, 
and it may be doubted whether the sub¬ 
stantive riches is cfver used without an im¬ 
plication of the same idea. If it were merely 
a general expVession for commodities, without 
any accessory idea, it might be discarded from 
our speculations, and the latter word substituted 
in its stead. But such an experiment would 
not answer. We could not with any propriety 
change the title of Adam Smitli s great w^ork 
into An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes 
of the Commodities of Nations.” We should 

fie 

approximate more nearly to tlie meaning of the 
original, were we to translate it, An Inquiry 
into the Nature and Causes of the greater or 
smaller abundance of Commodities possessed 
by Nations.’* 

Whether the idea of abundance, however, 
is involved in the meaning of riches or not, 
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the idea of aggregatiou or coliection cannot be 
excluded. A single grain of# wheat is not 
wealth, although it may be said to be an article 
of wealth. The idea of possession also seems 
essential to it. Riches are not simply commo¬ 
dities as things , existing, but as* things pos¬ 
sessed. The most useful articles in an unin¬ 
habited country could not termed if^ealth, 
because they would have no proprietor. The 
country, it is true, might be denominated rich 
ill such articles, but only inasmuch as it would 
be the container or possessor of them. There 
would still be the same idea of possession in¬ 
volved in our language. 

Whatever difficulty may be found in furnish- 

I 

ing a good and complete definition of riches, 
there can be none in establishing the difference 
between the terras riches and, value, as used in 
the science of Pjolitical Economy. Riches are 
the attribute of men, value is the attribute of 
commodities. A man or a community is ^ich; 
a pearl or a diamond is valuable* He pos- 
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sesses riches who is the owner of commodities 
which themseWes possess value ^; and, fur- 
ther, he is rich in proportion to the value of 
the objects possessed. Mr. Ricardo, indeed, 
denies that value is the measure of riches ; but 
a slight consideration will show, that it is the 
only criterion by which we can determine whe¬ 
ther dne man origone community is richer than 
another. If the wealth of two men d<!^nsisted 
in one single commodity, then, without entering 
into the question of exchange or value, we 
might determine that one was richer than the 
other, from mere excess of quantity. Even, 
however, in the simplest imaginable case of 

* Colonel Torrens is of opinioti, that value is not essen¬ 
tial to the idea of riches: it may he questioned, however, 
whether it is not always implied, and whether the latter 
term would have heeti invented in a state of society in 
which there was no interchange of comtnodities. It is a 
point, at all events, of little important; as, in those cases 
which come under the notice of the political economist, 
value ^n exchange is a constant adjunct of wealth. Vide 
Essay on the Produidaon of Wealth, chap, i. 
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this kindj there would necessarily be a supe¬ 
riority of value, if such an. id^a came at all 
into question, as well as of wealth. If the 
sole commodity in possession of the two indi¬ 
viduals were com, of which one possessed 500 
quarters and the other 1000, the» latter would 
not only be richer, but tliiB prbprietor of pro¬ 
duce, the aggregate value of which was 
greater. • 

In all but this very simplest case, it would 
be impossible to decide with accuracy on the 
superiority of two individuals in point of riches, 
except by estimating their value in some 
common medium; Suppose the individual 
who possessed the- 600 quarters of corn, was 
worth also 500 yards of cloth, while the other, 
who had 1000 quarters of c(5rn, possessed only 
100 yards of cloth; in what imaginable method 
could their riches be compared, and the supe¬ 
riority of one over the other be ascertained, 
except by means of their value, computed in 
some common medhim of estimation, or re¬ 
duced into one denomination ? 
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With regard to heterogeneous commodities, 
there are in fact only two conceivable criteria 
of riches: one, the utility of any possessions; 
the other, their value. The first is in the 
highest degree unsteady and indeterminate, and 
altogether inapplicable. Iron, as Mr, Ricardo 
remarks, may be more useful than gold, but 
the possession of a pound of the former metal 
would not constitute a man as rich as that of 
an equal weight of the latter. Value, there¬ 
fore, is the only criterion of riches which is lell 
to us. 

In determining, then, the question whether 
riches could be increased, without au increase 
of value, we must recur to* the principles laid 
down in the last chapter. The answer in each 
particular case will depend on the medium of 
estimation. There w one additional remark, 
however, which may be here introduced. In 
the chapter referred to, a case was supposed, 
in which all commodities were produced in 
double quantity by the S£fme labour, with the 
exception of one solitary article, and it was 
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admitted, that if the whole we?e estimated in 
this one commodity, the aggregate value would 
be unaltered. In this hypothetical case, ne¬ 
vertheless, it still remains to be determined 
how we are to estimate the value ef the com¬ 
modity chosen as the medium. In estimating 
the whole produce in this medium, we neces¬ 
sarily include the latter, and compute *11; as 
being Worth itself. But valuers a relation 
between two objects, and had we in any case 
to express the value of the medium, we must 
have recourse to one of the other commodities, 
when its value would appear to be doubled. 
Hence, although according to. the supposed 
estimate, the aggi>egate value of the other 
commodities would be the sau>e> the value 
of the medium would be 2wice as great as 
before; and thus it migljt be truly said, that 
let us adopt what medium of estimation we 
please, no increase of riches can take place 
witliout au increase of value. . 



CHAPTER X. 


ON THK OIFFEK-El^Cf: BETWEEN A. MEASURE 
AND A CAUSE OF VAJLUE* 

Any one who takes the trouble of minutely ex¬ 
amining the writings of the most celebrated 
political economists will be astonished, not only 
at the looseness of expression, but at the vague¬ 
ness of design by which they are too frequently 
distinguished. It is often far from being ma¬ 
nifest, what is the precise doctrine or propo¬ 
sition they are infending to support, or to over¬ 
throw ; or rather, it is evident that tliey them¬ 
selves have not succeeded in defining it clearly 
to their own understandings. 

No department of political economy has suf¬ 
fered more from this indfefiniteness of purpose, 
ami ambiguity of language, than that which is 
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occupied with investigating the measures and 
causes of value. It would on a first 

view, that the ideas of me^uripg and causing 
value were suiSiciently distinct to escape all 
danger of being confounded; yet ft is remark¬ 
able, that both the ideas themselves, and the 
terms by which they are expressed, have been 
mixed and interchanged and substituted* with 
an apparently total unconsciousness of any dif¬ 
ference existing between them. 

The author of the Templars' Dialogue.** on 
Political Economy is the only writer who ap¬ 
pears to me to have been fully aware of this 
confusion of two Separate and clislinct ideas 
He traces it partly to an ambiguity in the word 
determine. The word determine,” says he, 
“ may be taken subjectively ftr what determines 
X in relation to our knowledge, or objectively, 
for what determines x in relation to it.self. 

'll * This was written before 1 had seen the second edition 
of Mr. Mill'’s Elements, in which the distinction is Jbr the 
first time introdoeed. Hi^ lan^ag’C on this point, never¬ 
theless, is not uniformly consistent, as will he shown in the 
next chapter. 
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Thus if I* were to ask, ‘ What determined the 
length of the .race course?’ and the answer 
were, ^ The convenience of the spectators, who 
could not have seen the horses at a greater 
distanceor, ‘ The choice of the subscribers 
then it is plain, that by the word ‘determined,’ 
1 was understood, to mean ‘ determined objec¬ 
tively*,’ in relation to the existence of tlic object; 
ill other words, what caimd the race-course to 
be this length rather than another length: but 
if the answer were, ‘ An actual admeasurement,’ 
it would then be plain, that by the word ‘ de¬ 
termined,’ I had been understood to mean ‘de¬ 
termined subjectively,” i, c. 'in relation to our 
knowledge; what asccrtain*ed it*?” 

The writer just quoted is wrong, iiowever, 
in supposing Mr. llicardo to be free from am¬ 
biguity in this point. A very cursory inspec¬ 
tion of tlie Principles of Political Economy and 
Taxation will show, that he has fallen into 
the s^me confusion as other economists; and it 
is astonishing to find thb author of the Bia- 

liondoii Magfazine, 1823, p. .188: article en- 

Utlcd “ McJibUtcof Value.” 



I 

A MEASURE AND A CAUSE OF VALUE. 173 
* • • 
logues asserting, that Mr. Ricardo did not 

propose his principle of value (namely, the 
quantity of labour) as the measure of value. 
The fact is, that he sometimes speaks of it as 
the cause, and sometimes as the ineasure, in 
such a way as proves that he had*not attained 
to any distinct conception of .the difference be¬ 
tween the two ideas. * 

Thus in the first section of his book he ac- 
<‘uses Adam Smith of erecting the labour, which 
u commodity will command, into a standard 
measure, instead of the labour bestowed on its 
productioit, the latter of which he asserts tf> 
be, under many circumstances, an invariable 
standard, indicatirfg correctly the variations 
of otlier things*.’' Farther on he speaks of es¬ 
timating food and necessaries by the quantity 
of labour necssary for their production; con¬ 
trasting it with measuring them “ by the quan¬ 
tity of labour for which they will exchange 
In the second section, after speakingd^f la- 

Principles of Political Economy aud Taxation, p. 
edition. 

« 

t Ibid, p. 7 - The Italics are Mr. KicardoV 
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bour as being the foiiiKlation of all value, he 

adopts in a note Ihe language of Adam Smith, 

which designates labour as the real measure of 

the exchangeable value of all commodities*. 

In another chapter of his work he is still 
more explicit' ’ 

A franc,” says' he, is not a measure of 
value* for any thiitg, but for a quantity of the 
same metal ctf which francs are made, unless 
francs and the thing to be measured can be 
referred to some other measure, which is com¬ 
mon to both. This I think they can be, for 
they are both the result of labour ; and, there¬ 
fore, labonr is a common measure, by which 
their real as well as their relative value may be 
estimated f.” 

0 ' ' ' 

And to support this doctsfine he cites a pas¬ 
sage from M. Destutt de Tracy, the scope of 
which iS; to show that lahour* is the cause of 
value. Surely nothing ^can more decisively 
proven a confusion of ide^ on this point than 
adduciUg a passage, whic*h asserts labour to be 

« Ihid., p, 13, i' Ibid., p. m 
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the cause of value, in confirmation of' a propo¬ 
sition that it is the measure of* value. 

Mr. Malthus, who has himself fallen int(j 
the same confusion of ideas and terms, is suf¬ 
ficiently justified by the$e passages in attri¬ 
buting to Mr, Ricardo the act *of bringing 
forward his principle as .a. measure. That 
Mr. Ricardo has more frequently spokeif of it 
as a cause of value, only proved that he has 
deviated into inconsistencies. How the author 

of the Dialogues could be led to maintain, in the 
^ — 
face of these passages, that Mr, Ricardo 

never dreamed of offering it as U: standard or 

measure of value,” It is difficult to imagine. 

It will possibly. b6 tilled by the admirers of 
Mr. Ricardo, in order to defend him from the 
charge of inconsistency or ambiguity of lan¬ 
guage, that if quan1%: of labour is truly the 
sole cause of valpe, then it must also be a cor¬ 
rect measure or criterion of value ; and as one 
of these circumstances necessarily follows the 
other, it is indiffereflt in which capacity we 
speak of it. 
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I| is cettaialy true, that, provided quantity of 
iabqiur wore th^^iole cause of value, we should 
al^iays be able tp deduce the value of two com¬ 
modities from a knowledge of the quantities of 
labour which they respectively required to pro¬ 
duce them; *and, in this sense, quantity of la- 

If 

bour would be at once the cause and the mea- 

•» 

sure 6f value. But even under these circum¬ 
stances, an author would not be justified in an 

f 

indiscriminate use of the terms ; nor could he 
fall into such an error, had he a distinct ap¬ 
prehension of the difference between the two 
ideas. 

It would by no means follow, however, from 

« H 

quantity of labour being 'the cause of value, 
that it would be of any service as a measure. 
On this point we* may adopt the language of 
the author of the Dial<^ues; If it had been 
proposed as a measure of value, we might 

I 

justly demand that it shopld be ready and easy 
of application; but it is manifestly not so; for 
the quantity of labour eihployed in producing 
A, ^ could not in many cases’ (as Mr, Malthus 
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truly objects) ‘be ascefrtained witbo«ut con¬ 
siderable difficultyin inosbta^es, indeed, it 
could not be s^scertiined at al|, A measure of 
value, however, which cannot be practically 
applied, is worthless*.’* \ 

It was probably some obscure mid undefined 
impression of this truth, whiich, when Mr, Ri-, 
cardo deliberately set himself to treat on the 
subject of a measure of value, influenced him 
to speak, not of labour itself in that capacity, 
but of a commodity produced by an invariable 
quantity of labour. If the quantity of pro¬ 
ducing labour really determines the value of 
commodities, it sems oii a first view useless to 
require for a measure an object of which the 
producing labour is inv^iable, when we may 
have recourse to the labdur itself. But Mr. Ri¬ 
cardo probably perceived, that a knowledge of 
the quantity of# producing labour in objects 
would be in most cases difficult df attainment, 
and therefore b^ook himself to the considera- 

’ (T 


* Loiadlon Maifazine for May, iB24, pa^« 5S1^* 
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tion of a commodity in which a definite por- 
tioit of it was emBodied’*. 

All that is le^ly meant by a measure of 
value we have already seen, and what is im¬ 
plied by a cause of value will be examined in 
the following^'chapter. The object of the pre¬ 
ceding brief discus^on is not to consider the 
nature* of either, but merely to show the es¬ 
sential distinction between the ideas which they 
involve. 


* There was a furtlier reason, nsmeiljr, that tiie. reiitl object 
which he coutemplated in a measure of value was to ascer¬ 
tain by It the changes which commodities might uhiciergo 
in regard to the quantity of labour required to produce 
them. Now to use labour itself as a measure implies this 
object to be already accompiiBhei^. See Note 1. 



CHAPTER XI. 


ON THE CAUSES‘OF VALUE. 

It may seem, that an inquiry into the causes of 
value should have had an earlier place in the 
present treatise; but it is in reality the natural 
method of proceeding to make ourselves ac¬ 
quainted with the nature of an effect, before we 
attempt to investigate its causes. Although, in 
point of time, a cahse must precede its effect, 
yet in the order of our knowledge the case is 
commonly reversed, and we ascend from the 
phenomena b^ore us to the active principles 
concerned in ih^r production. 

Our first object in this investigation must be 
to ascertain what is really meant by a cause of 
value, or what is its *true nature, that we may 
have some criterion which will show us, on the 
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one hand,* whether my circumstance assigned 
as a cause can he* correctly admitted to rank un¬ 
der this denomination, and, on the other hand, 
whether any circumstance alleged to hate no 
influence can be justiy excluded. 

It was ex^ained in the first chapter, that 
value, although spoken of as a quality ad¬ 
hering to extenial objects, or a relation be¬ 
tween them, implies a feeling or state of mind, 
which manifests itself in the determination of 
the will. This feeling or state of mind may be 
the result of a variety of considerations con¬ 
nected with exchangeable commodities, and an 
inquiry into the causes of value is, in reality, an 
inquiry into those externa) circumstances, which 
operate so steadily upon the minds of men, in 

r 

the interchange of the necessaries, comforts, 
and conveniences of life, a»to be subjects of 
inference and calculation. » These circum¬ 
stances may either act directly on the mind, ,as 
considerations immediately influencingits vieW^ 
or they may operate indirectly, by only causing 
certain uniform considerations to be presented < 
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to it. In either case, if they are steady in their 
operation, they may be eqn^lly regarded as 
causes of value. We may ,often assign an ef¬ 
fect to a cause, when perhaps we are unable to 

trace the exact series of changes occurring be- 

^ •* 

tween them, or, in other words, \he less pro¬ 
minent links in the chain of causes and effects 
by which they are separated in time, bri! con¬ 
nected in efficiency. In reference to the present 
subject, this may be easily illustrated. The 
equality in the cost of production of two ar¬ 
ticles, for example, is a cause of their exchanging 

» 

for each other. This we know is the general 
effect of such circumstances; but it would be 

difficult to trace with precision the mode in 

\ . 1 

which the effect was produced, and which in- 
deed might vary on different occasions without 
disturbing the result. Suppose two persons, A 
and B, of whom jthe former has linen, which he 
wishes to exchange for woollhn cloth, and the 
latter has ^ocSlen cloth, which he wishes k) ex¬ 
change for linen. The matter would be abun- 
dantly plain, if, besides knowing what his own 



article cost him, each had a knowledge of the 
producing cost»df the article to be received in 
exchange. But it is likely enough that they do 
not possess this latter knowledge, and in this 
case the defect will be supplied by the compe¬ 
tition of the producers, which is itself governed 
by the cost of production; and thus, although 
the two parties to the bargain may not be 
guided by a ‘knowledge of what each article 
has cost to produce it, they are detemiined by 
coasiderations, of which the cost of production 
is the real origin. This is still more strikingly 
the case in other instances. A clergyman, who 
received his tithes in kind, and exchanged 
raw produce for cloth, mi^t be ignorant of the 
cost of either, yet the tenns of his bargain 
would be determined by the general cost of 
both. The cost would regulate the point at 
which the competition of the^ prodiSders would 
fix each article, or their ordinary prices; and a 
knowledge of these prices would operate on his 

I 

mind in the exchanges which he made. - 
Whatever circumstances, therefore, act with 
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1 I 

assignable influence, whether mediately or im- 
mediatdyj on the mind in the interchange of 
commodities, may be considered as causes of 
value. 

Although, in the subsequent reiflarks, I may 
sometimes have to bring into vie# the mental 
operations implied in all cas^s of interchange, 
yet, to avoid prolixity, instead of speakingt^f cir¬ 
cumstances operating on the mind in regard to 
any commodity, I shall frequently spChk of those 
circumstances as operating on the commodity 
itself. While this will save circumlocution, it 
will not, it is hoped, giVe rke to ambiguity, as 
such language will be, employed with a tacit 
reference to the red nature of the occurrence 
which it is intended to designate. 

I have already had occasion to remark, that 
since value is a relation between two objects, it 
requires no prqof that it cafanot, arise from 
causes affecting only one of the objects, but 
from two causes, or two sets of causes r€Nspec- 
tively operating upoli the objects betwmi 
which the relation exists. If a is equal in 
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value to *B, tUis must be owing, not only to 

■■ 1 > 

causes operatii|g on a, but also to causes ope¬ 
rating on B. In investigating tke sparces pf 
value, however, it >ill te necess^ to treat of 
these causes separately.;; and it may npt be 
useless to recollect, that although v^iue must 
in every instance .atise from the combination of 
two s%ts of causes, any alteration, any rise or 
fall of valuer may proceed,from only one. The 
value of ‘X and b is the efifet of causes acting 
on both, bnt a change in their mutual value may 
arise from causes acting on either: as the distance 
of two objects is to be referred to the circum¬ 
stances which have fixed Both of them in their 
particular situatbn, while ‘an alteration of the 
distance between them jnlght originate in cir- 

t A 

cumstances acting on cme alone. 

v^hai then are the censes xhicH detepnhie 

I I' ' ' 

the value of commodities, amj ari alteratibn in 
which is followed by a change in dieir rela- 
tionsj Or^ in other words, what ere the causes 

r ' , 

which determine tlie quantities in which coniiho- 
dities are exchanged for each other ? . 
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In order to answer this question, it will be 

necessary to attempt some clsis§ification of ex^ 

changeable articles. 

Commodities, or things possessing ralu<\ 
maybe divided into three classes. ^ 

1. Commodities which are moaopolizc'd, or 
protected from competition by natural or ad¬ 
ventitious circumstances. 

2. Commodities, in the production of which 
some persons possess greater, facilities than 
tlie rest of the community, and which there- 
tore the competition of the latter cannot in¬ 
crease, except at a greater cost. 

3. Commodities, 5n the pmduction of which 
competition opethtes without restraint. 

A cursory attention to these classes will al 
once show, that their respective causes of value 

cannot be the $arae. Let us therefore take them 

1 

in detail, and ej^amine the causes operating on 
euch class. 

1. Monopolies maybe divided into twoJcinds; 
those in which thefe is only one interest cW 
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ceriMjd, *31111 those in which there are separate 

interests. * • 

in the first c4se, “the competition/' (as 
Mr. Jfticardo justly remarks) “ is wholly on one 
side — amongst the buyers. The monopoly 
price/^ he continues, of one period, may be 
much lower or higher than the monopoly price 
qf anotlier, because the competition amongst the 
purchasers most depend on their wealth, and 
their tastes and caprices. Those peculiar wines 
which are produced in very limited quantity, 
and those works of art, which from their ex¬ 
cellence or rarity have acquired a fanciful value, 
will ,be exchanged for a very different quantity 
of (Ac produce of ordinary fabour, according as 
tlue society is rich or poor, as it possesses abun¬ 
dance ov scarcity ol‘ such produce, or as it may 
be in a rude or polished state 

The second kind of monopply differs from 


* <i>f FolttMml Bconoiny aiid Taxation, p. 

ihirifeditiofi , i. 
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the first in the obvious circum^anee,' that there 
may be a competition amongs! tl)e sellers as well 
as amongst the buyers. Where there is only 
one interest concerned in the monopoly, it may 
be to the advantage of the party t^ withhold his 
article from the market in times of dull demand, 
or even to destroy a part •of it to enhance the 
value of the temainder; a policy whieff is said 
to have been pursued by the Dutch in the spice 
trade. But when a monopoly is in the hands 
of different individuals, with separate interests, 
such a line of policy is impracticable: for al¬ 
though it might be to the advantage of the wlmle 
body if the* quantity of the monopolized ar¬ 
ticle were proportionately reduced to each 
holder, yet as, by the supposition, there is no 
combination of interest, every individual finds 
it beneficial to dispose of all that he possesses. 
To destroy any, part of it, Would be to injure 
himself for the benefit of his brother monopo¬ 
lists. While on the one hand he is feaic<3d in 
by an exclusive privilege or possession from the 
competition of the public, he is on the other 
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hand compelledpy his own interest to bring to 
market the wh^e of his supply, and he is 
obliged by the same principle to produce the 
greatest supply in his power, so long as the 
average price pays him a higher profit than the 
ordinary eraptoyment of capital. It deserves 
to be remarked, tliatall commodities, which re¬ 
quire itiy considerable period of tune for tbeir 
production, are liable to be occasionally forced 
into the class of articles owing their value to 
this second kind of monopoly, by a sudden 


alteration in the relative state of the demand 
and supply. Hence arises what is called by 
political economists market value. Should the 
relative demand for any of these commodities 
increase, as it could not, according to the sup- 
position, be immediately answered by a cor¬ 
respondent supply, the possessors of the com¬ 
modities would enjoy n tempoijrary monopoly; 
for a while they would be protected from com- 
petition by, the impossibility of producing a fur¬ 
ther quantity.. ^ ^ 

On the contrary, should the rdlalivc demand 
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decrease, the possessors of ^le commodities 
would be exposed to the nec^s^ity of bringing 
them to market at a reduced rate, especially if 
tliey were commodities of which the supply 
could be neither immediately stopped/ nor ad- 
justed to the new state of the dhmand. The 
holders, in this case, would be exposed to all 
the disadvantages incident to a mondf)oly in 
which there were separate interests. The com¬ 
petition amongst themselves would force the 
whole 'of their supply into the market. 

Occurrences of this kind must not be con¬ 
sidered as rare or unimportant. Mr. Tooke, in 
his recent valuable work “ on the High and 
Low Prices of the’ Thirty Years, from 1793 
to 1822/’ has most strikingly shown the fre- 
quency and extent of excesses and defi- 
ciencesin die supply of corn, as well as the 
momentous efte^ts ivhich they occasion. These 
effects are all referable to the principle of a 
temporary monopoly. Foreign supplies^being 
put out of the quesfion, the holders of corn 
have obviously a monopoly of the article till 
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the easuing liarvist; and as it is an article which 

cannot be dispeijstjd witli, should the supply be 
less than usually required, the price may rise 
to an almost indefinite height. If, on the con-* 
trary, the supply should exceed the ordinary 
demand, whith from the nature of the com- 

I “ ’ 

modity admits of * little augmentation, the 
holder^ suffer the disadvantages before de¬ 
scribed; the interest of each lies in the dis¬ 
posal of as large a quantity as possible, and 
the competition thus engendered infallibly 
brings down tbe value. The larger quantity 
may in this way become of less aggregate -yalue 
than the smaller quantity at the previous high 
prices. Were the commodity in the hands of 
an individual, or, what is the same thing, in¬ 
dividuals combine'd by one interest, this is a 
circumstance which could never occur. 

Labour must be considered jsts falling under 
this class of exchangeable commodities, and as 
being ^determined in value by the same causes 
which operate on article! monopolized in the 
second metliod here described. If a man cm- 
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ploy his capital iu prodcctJoTj^ ho inust pur¬ 
chase labour/a!id the demaftd for labourers 
will therefore be in proportion to the capital 
destined for this purpose. But there are only 
a certain number of labourers id existence; 
these cannot for the time be either purposely 
increased or diminished, and they consequently 
possess a monopoly of their peculiar commo¬ 
dity. The greater the demand/therefore, for 
their labour^ the higher it will rise, exactly as 
other monopolized commodities in the same 
circumstances. This monopoly, too, is at¬ 
tended with the disadvantages common to all 
monopolies in the Hands of conflicting interests. 
Under all circiimstaAces the laboui^rs must live, 
and must therefore sell their labour; and 
should the demand for it decrease, as they 
cannot purposely diminish or keep back their 
numbers, competition will soon reduce the 
value of their labour. 

• I 

Brides the general monopoly which the la¬ 
bourers naturally possess, and which may be 
advantageous or disadvantageous, according to 
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ciwjom&tancei^, ^ere a)re clivers subordinate 
nilWJtOpoUes, o«casiomng to be j>ai<i 

after differetit rates. In trader, whicli tBqnirfe 
application for a greater or smaller period be^ 
fore they are learned, the workmen eti- 
dendy protedited from intoediato* <^onjpetition ,* 
and alipnld ithere^be an increase in the de¬ 
mand llnr tboir tijjeir 4abnar wonld ri«e 
in value, ^d^ remain; anhanbed till more ar- 
tizans possessed of their peculiar skill had been 
formed. 

It scarcely needs to be 4 ^entioned> in this 
placci that although labonrem 
posely augmented or reduced in tl^unber % the 
appbeation tjf capita!^ Or its diversion into 
different chapikls, like material commodities, 
yet they may be augmented pr ^^uced in 
another way. high value of Com¬ 

paq wth cominodi<k»#^genorah enabling the 
lah?t9^ to liveiu aWodance^marriages are en- 
cowHjed, Or at^least^riWe ch^ldreii are raai^d, 
and pOpnktion k inPreSjaU; ^ th^t,^ after the 
lapse of |%^i:^rtaitt jntervah elfeot is pro- 
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duced as if men could be purposrfy created. On 
the other band, a material fall in the value of 
labour operates to check population by the pe» 
nury and hardship which it spreads among the 
labouring classes; and the supply of labour 
becomes eventually adjusted to the demand by 
disease and death, • 

2. The second class of commodities^ em¬ 
braces articles of more importance (with the 
exception of labour) than that which we have 
just considered. When a commodity is of a 
kind which admits of being increased by in¬ 
dustry and competition, but only at a greater 

* 

cost, the possessor of the cheaper means of 
producing it has evidently a monopoly to a 
certain extent, and the value of the commodity 
will depend on the principles already explained, 
until it reach such a height as will afford the 
ordinary profit to» those who produce it at a 
greater expense. The same causes will be in 
operation, but instead of the value of thS ar¬ 
ticle having no assignable boundary, it will be 
limited by the watchful competition, which fe. 



ever ready to jUct upon it the moment it has 
exceeded a particular point. 

Under this head we may class the important 
articles of corn, raw produce in general, metals, 
coals, and several others. As one commodity, 
however, will elucidate the rest, we may con¬ 
fine our observations to the first. 


Tlie value of that corn which is produced 
on lands pitying rent, is not, it is acknow¬ 
ledged, in proportion either to the capital or to 
the labour actually expended in its production. 
It must be owing, therefore, to some other 
cause; and the only other cause is the state of 
the supply and demand, or the competition of 
the purchasers. This coihpetitioii might raise 
the price to an indefinite height, if it were not 
for the existence of other lands, which although 
they could produce corn only at a greater cost, 
would be brought into cultwation as soon as 
the price had risen suflSciently high to pay 
the telinary profits on the capital required. 
It. therefore, the possibility of producing 
corn, ox the actual production of it; at a greater 
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cost, which forms the limit tJits value. But 
although this is the limit beyondvhich its value 
cannot rise, it cannot be said to be the cause of 


its value., It is the cause of its being no 
higher, not the cause of its being so high. A 
perforation in the side of a vessel, at any dis¬ 


tance from the bottom, wbuld effectualjy pre¬ 
vent its being filled to a greater height with 

« 

water, but it would l>e no cause of the water 
attaining that height. At the utmost it could be 
considered as only a joint cause of the result. 

We accordingly find that the expression used 
by Mr. Ricardo on,this subject is, not that the 
value of com is caused^ but tliat it is regulated 
by the cost of production on the least fertile 
lands. The owners of land, of superior fer¬ 
tility enjoy a monopoly, which, however, does 
not enable them to raise their commodity in 


definitely, according to the varying wants and 
caprices of mankind, but which is bounded 
by the existence of inferior soils. 

It is simply out of this monopoly-value that 
rent arises. Rent proceeds, in fact, from the 
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extraordinary which is obtained by the 

possession of an instrument of production, pro¬ 
tected up to a certain point from competition. 
If the owner of this instrument, instead of 
using it himself, lets it out to another, he re¬ 
ceives from iiim this surplus of profit under the 
denomination of' i^nt. In this view of the 
subject, the extraordinary profit might exist, al* 
though the l^d in cultivation were all of the 
same quality; nay, must exist before inferior 
land was cultivated; for it could be only in 
consequence of extraordinary gains obtained 
by the monopolizers of the best land, that ca¬ 
pital and labour would be expended on soils of 
a subordinate order. Rent, therefore, might ex¬ 
ist, while all the land under cultivation was of 
equal fertility. Perhaps it might not exist 
under these circumstances during any long 
period, but its existence at ^ all would prove 
that it. was the effect of monopoly, an extra- 
ordinVy profit, and hot the consequence of the 
cultivation of inferior soils. 

‘ The extraordinary profit , out of which tent 
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arises, is analogous to the extrj|^rdmary remu¬ 
neration which an artizan of more dian common 


dexterity obtains beyond the wages given to 
workmen of ordinary skill. In so far as com¬ 
petition cannot reach them, the' owner of tlie 
rich soil and the possessor of the extraordinary 
skill obtain a monopoly price. * In the one case 
this monopoly is bounded by the existence of 
inferior soils, in the other of inferior degrees of 
dexterity* 

It has been made a question, whether rent 
forms a component part of the price or value of 
produce. “ Rent,’^ says Mr. Ricardo, “ does 
not and cannot enter in the least degree as a 
component part of its price.” The expression 
is in reality figurative, and the only meaning 
of the assertion, that rent is a component part 
of price, roust be, that it is one of the causes 
of the value of •produce. But we have just 
seen that rent is a consequence of the extraor¬ 
dinary value of a monopolized commodity, and 
it cannot therefore be one of the causes of its 


value. Although not the cause of the value of 
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corn or other J|^oduce, rent must be au accurate 
representation of the additional value conse¬ 
quent on the monopoly of the land on whicli 


the corn is grown: therefore, if one part of the 

r “ > 

price of corn, from any particular land, is con¬ 


sidered as representing the share of the la¬ 
bourer, another the share of the Capitalist, the 
remainder, if any, will be representative of the 


rent; and i't is probably this consideration 
which has led economists to speak of it as a 
component part of price. In whatever way the 
expression is used, it is at the best vague and 

w 

indefinite, and ought to be banished from a 
science, which owes half its difficulties to the 
laxity and ambiguity of language. 

3. The third class of commodities, those 
which can be increased by industry, and on 
which competition’acts without retoint, are 
the next to claim our consideration. 

The value of these commodities owes no¬ 


thing* to monopoly; what then are the causes 
which determine the quantities in which they 
arc exchanged for each other ? 



OS VA'LtJE. 


199 


I * 

There is, perhaps, at the bot|t)m, little actual 
difference amongst economists as to these 
causes, but they do not agree either in their 
methods of explanation, or in the language 
they employ. It has been shown,Hhat the im- 

1 I * 

mediate causes of value are the considerations 
which act on the minds of human beings, and 
that the circumstances, which form or ^furnish 
these considerations, must be the causes into 
which the economist has to inquire. Our pi^- 

I 

sent object, therefore, is to find those circum* 
stances which act upon the mind with certainty 
and precision, in tlie interchange of commodities 
of the class under our notice. 

A moments reflection on the subject will 
suffice to discover, that the principal of these 
circumstances must be the dost of production. 
No man, who bestows his time and attention on 
the production of a commodity, will continue 
to produce it for the purpose of exchanging if 
against another commodity, which he^knows 
costs less to the prodficer tlxan lus qwn: and, on 
the other hand, every producer will be willing 
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to sell as large t quantity of his commodity as 
he can dispose at the same price as his fel- 
low producers. 

It is not, indeed, disputed, that the main cir¬ 
cumstance, which determines the quantities in 
which articles of this class are exchanged, is 
the cost of production; but our best economists 
do not exactly agree on the meaning to be at¬ 
tached to this term; some contending that the 
quantity of labour expended on the produc¬ 
tion of an article constitutes its cost; others, 

I T 

that the capital employed upon it is entitled to 
that appellation. Let us look at the state of 
the facts. If a man exchanges an article which 
he has produced by a days‘labour, for another 
article, also the produce of a day’s labour, it is 
plain that the cosf of ppduction is the labour 
bestowed. If another man expends £100 in 
producing a quantity of cloth^ that is, in the 
purchase of materials as well as in the wages 
of lat^our, and exchanges, it for a quantity of 
linen which cost hi$’neighbour £100, the 
cost of production is the capital employed. 
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Cost of production may be, tj^refore, either a 
quantity of labour or a quliptity of capital. 
What the labourer produces without capital, 
costs him his labourwhat the capitalist pro¬ 
duces costs him his capital. 

Such appears to be the simplest view of the 
subject; but it is contended, that as the value 
of the capital itself has been caused b;f labour, 
it is more accurate to say, that ‘cost of produc- 

> v’ 

tion consists in the quantity of labour. It miist 
be recollected, however, that we are inquiring 
into the circumstances which determine tnen 
to give a certain quantity of one commodity for 
a certain quantity of another; atid what really 
acts upon the rninds of two »capitalists in 

exchanging their respective goods, is not the 

% 

labour which in a thousand different ways has 
been expended upon the articles constituting 
the capital employed, but the amount of capital 
which they have parted with, in order to ob¬ 
tain the commodity produced. So that granting 
for the present that*the value of capital may be 
resolved (to use the ’common language on this 
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subject) into a Wevious quantity of labour, it 
would still be ^''correct statement of facts to 
say, tbat tlie cost of production consists in the 
quantity of capital e;tpeaded: or to lay aside 
the term cost of production altogether, that the 
amount of ca|fital expended is the cause which 
determines the value of the commodity pro¬ 
duced, ^ 

It is impossible, under this view of the sub- 
'’’ject, to agree with the following passage in 
Mr. Mills Elements of Political Economy. 

“ To say, indeed, that the value of commo¬ 
dities depends upon capital’ as the final stan¬ 
dard, implies one of the most obvious of all 
absurdities. Capital is commodities. If the 
value of commodities, then, depends upon the 

f 

value of capital, it depends upon the value of 
commodities; the value of commodities depends 
upon itself. This is not to point„out a standard 
of value* It is to make an attempt for that 
purpose^clearly and completely abortive’*^,” 

' \ 

1 ' ^ ‘ 

* Elements of Paliticai Eci^iiofny, p. 04, 2d ediiioii. 
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This pstssage, which seetri;! to have a tacit 
reference to the speculatio^i^ of Col. Torrens, 
appears to me to show the power of words 
over the clearest and strongest minds. By the 
potent magic of a term, the value of commo¬ 
dities is first made something single and indi¬ 
vidual ; and then it follows of course, that m 
individual thing cannot depend upon itself as a 
cause. But this is not asserted by those who 

j 

contend that capital causes or determines value. 
The value of commodities may not be capable 
of depending on itself, but the value of one 
commodity, wliicli is one thing, may very easily 
depend on that of another, which is a different 
thing'; and if it did not in point of fact, there 
would be no logical absurdity in asserting it. 
He who maintains that the mutual value of two 
commodities is chiefly determined by the com¬ 
parative quantity of capital expended in their 
production, undoubtedly maintains that it is de¬ 
termined by the value of preceding comauodities; 
and this is quite Wisistent with the Value of 
those preceding commodities having been de 
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terrnined by ‘their ^omparative quantities of pro¬ 
ducing labour, Q** by any other cause. The 
latter would be a step further back in the se¬ 
quence of causes and efiects. There can be 
nothing absurd in assigning one thing as the 
proximate causS of an efi'ect, merely because it 
is possible that another may be assigned as its 
remote cduse. 

Mr, Mill’s language, too, is unusually lax. 
He confounds the standard with the cause of‘ 
value. - The proposition, that the values of com¬ 
modities are determined by the capitals ex¬ 
pended in producing them, affirms a cause, but 
certainly does not point out any standard of 
value; nor would Mr, MillV own doctrine fur¬ 
nish such an auxiliary. A standard, whatever 
meaning it may have in this connection, must 
at all events be something clearly defined and 
easily accessible; and if Mr. MW purposes to 
set up the quantity of labour in a commodity 
fromfirsfto last, through all its various meta¬ 
morphoses, in that capacity, it will be one 
seldom within his reach, tn reality, however, 
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the preceding part of his section is occupied in 
proving labour to be the causa of value; and it 
is only at the conclusion that he deviates into 
this laxity of expression*. 

It appears, therefore, that if we do not aim at 
undue generalization, but are *content with -a 
simple statement of facts^* the value of objects, 
in the production of which competition operates 
without restraint, may be correctly stated to 
arise principally from the cost of production; 
and that cost of production may he eitlier la¬ 
bour or capital, or both. Whatever the mere 
labourer produces costs him his labour: if a 
man is a capitalist as well as a labourer, what 

* In the second edition of bis Elements, Mr. Mill himself, 
in the section succeeding that containing the passage here 
animadverted upon, has distinctly pointed out tlie difference 
between what he calls “ the regulator,” and the measure of 
value, and has i|ienfioiied two circumstances which, he 
says, render it impossible that the former should be 
ployed in the latter capacity. It is therefore^sui'prising 
that he should have rained a passage, which confounds 
what he has subsequent!;^ taken express pains to distin¬ 
guish. 
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he produces costs him both: if lie is only a 
capitalist, it costs him only capital. In a civi¬ 
lized country instances of each kind may be 
found, but the mass of commodities are de¬ 
termined in value by the capital expended upon 
them. 

The amount of capital is thus the chief, but 
by no means the sole cause of value. Other 
circumstances which have a regular influence, 
cannot vyith any propriety be excluded. The 
discredit, the danger, the disagreeableness of 
any method of employing capital, all lend, as 
well as pecuniary expenditure, to enhance the 

value of the product. The time, too, which 

« < ' 

a commodity requires before it can be brought 
to liiarket, is another circumstance alfectintr va- 
lue, and frequently to a considerable extent. 
It would be an extraordinary phenomenon, in¬ 
deed, if, in the interchange of commodities, the 
minds of men should be influenced by one ex¬ 
clusive consideration: if, imbued as they are 
with feelings of shame, and fear,, and impa-. 

,, tience, and others i^ot necessary to enumerate, 
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these passions should leave no'Vegular traces of 
their operation in the daily hfl^iness of produc¬ 
tion and exchange, 

I have hitherto been contending, that even if 
capital could be resolved into previous labour, 
it would still be a correct statenfent of facts to 
say, that the value of commodities is cliielly 
determined by the capital expended upon them. 
It is an interesting inquiry, however, how far 
this doctrine, which we have taken for granted, 
is true, and I shall therefore proceed to ex¬ 
amine its claims to be received in that cha¬ 
racter. 

It is manifest that if the unqualified doctrine, 
as laid down by some writers, were correct, the 

value of any commodity would be strictly re- 

» 

presentative of the quantity of labour expended 
on its production from first to last. ‘‘ If,” as 
Mr. Mill expresses it, quantity of labour in 
the last resort, determines the proportion in 

/ t • 

which commodities exchange for one another *; ” 


* EJemerits of Political tilconomy, p. 2(1 edition. 
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or, as it is stafcd by the author of the Tem¬ 
plars' Dialogues^'" “ commodities are to each 
other in value as the quantities of labour em¬ 
ployed in their production*;” or, as it Is laid 
down by Mr. McCulloch, “ the exchangeable 
value, or relative worth of commodities, as 
compared with each other, depends exclusively 
on the quantities of Ivibour necessarily required 
to produce them*) ;” then it follows, that any 
two commodities, which at any time exchange 
for each other (putting aside all fluctuations 
of market value), must have been produced by 
exactly the same quantity of labour. If a 
quarter of wheat is exchanged lor a piece of 
linen, these two comraoditi'es must have re¬ 
quired the same labour to bring them to the 
condition in which they are exchanged 

* Dialogue 1. passim. 

t A Discourse on the Science of Political Economy, 

p. 66. 

I This IS stated in the strongest conceivable terms by the 
second-mentioned writer, “ No cause can possibly affect 
tlie value of any thing, *. c. itis exchangeable relation to 
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Now this cannot be true if we can find any 
instances of the following natune: 

1. Cases in which two commodities have been 
produced by an equal quantity of labour, 
and yet sell for,different quantities of money. 

2. Cases in which two commodities, once equal 
in value, have become unequal in value, 
without any change in the quantity of labour 
respectively employed in each*. 

Cases of, the first kind are exceedin^y nu- 
raerous. Every one at all acquainted with ma¬ 
nufactures must know, that there are in the 
same, as well as in different occupations, va¬ 
rious degrees of skill and rapidity of execution 


oflier thingfs, bat an increase or dlngnution of the quantity 
of labour required for its production : and the prices of all 
tbings whatsoever represent the quantity of labour by which 
they are severally produced; and the value of a is to the 
value of Jt universally as the quantity of labour which pro* 
duces A to the quantity of labour which produces a.”-— 
London Magaaine, April 18S14, p. BBi* 

* This last case is resolvable into the ^st, but the 
ject will be better illustrateifby keetdng them disthtei. 

T 
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amongst artizans, various kinds and gradations 
of talent and acquirement, which enable some 
of them to earn double the money obtained by 
their less fortunate compeers in the same time. 
There are also circumstances of insalubrity, or 
disagreeableness, or danger, which affect the 
pecuniary recompeuse. The value of the ar¬ 
ticles produced by these various classes of 
workmen, and under thei^e various circum- 
stances, be^rs no proportion to the mere qiian- 
% of labour expeuaed It is no answer to 
this to say, with Mr. Ricardo, that ^Hhe esti- 
mation in which different qualities of labour 

I * ' ' ' 

are held, comes soon to be adjusted in the 
market with sufficient precision for all practical 
purposes; ” or with Mr. Mill, that in esti¬ 
mating equal quantities of labour, an allow- 
mace Would, of course, be included for different 
degrees of hardness and skill.” Instances of 
this kind entirely destroy the integrity of the 
rule.* Difference of skill is a circumstance 

'r 

which practically Sects'value, as well as dif¬ 
ference in quantity of labour, mad therefore the 
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latter cannotf with any propriety, be «aid to be 
the sole cause of value. ♦ 

% 

What should we think of an assertion, that 
coats are to each other in value as the quanti*- 
ties of cloth contained in them, or tl^t theircoiur 
parative value depends exclusively on the quan¬ 
tities of cloth required to make them ? And if 
it were added, that due allowances must be 

f 

made for the different qualities cf the cloth, 
where would be the truth or the utility of the 
first mathematically strict position ? The pro¬ 
position would, in fact, be reduced to its nega¬ 
tive, that coats are mt to each other in value 
as the quantities of cloth Contained in them. 

In Mr, RicardoV language on the subject of 
the different qualities of labour, there is some 
inconsistency and much inSistmctness. The 
second section of his first chapter is headed, 

Labour of different qualities differently re¬ 
warded. This no cause of variation in the re- 

I 1 , ' 

lative value of commodities:^ By this U is to 
be presumed he means, not what the word^ 
really imply, that the different compensation 
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■ ' « 

giveB to labour of different qualities does not 
originally affect 1:he value of opmmodities, but 
that when the influence of this cause is once 
adjusted, it subsequently occasions no variation 
in value. In the body of the section, however, 
he softens thfe expression into “ inconsiderable 
variation.” We inay fairly conclude,” says 
he, that whatever inequality there might orir 
ginally have been in them, whatever the in¬ 
genuity, skill, or time necessary for the ac¬ 
quirement of one species of manual dexterity 
more than another, it continues nearly the same 
from one generation to another; or at least that 
the variation is very inconsiderable from year 
to year, and therefore can have little effect for 
short periods, on the relative value of commo¬ 
dities.” 

It is, however, a mere assumption, thM the 
scale, when once formed, is liable to little va- 
nation; ” nor, if this could be established, would 
it furnish any aid to the doctrine which we 
have at present under consideration. If the dif¬ 
ferences of skill in different employtnents are so 
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little variable as here represented, it proves 
only that they are circumstances which perma¬ 
nently affect value, and that it must be alto¬ 
gether incorrect to designate quantity of labour 
the sole cause, when quality of labour is so 
steady in its effects. This cause bf value is, in 
fact, on precisely the same footing as any 
other. A variation in it, small or great, woulS 
occasion a corresponding variation in the value 
of the article bn which the labour was em¬ 
ployed ; and however inconsiderable its effects 
may be, they cannot be consistently either 
denied or overlooked. The whole of the sec¬ 
tion appears to have been dictated by a larking’ 
impatience of any thing which seemed to break 
into the beautiful simplicity of the rule, that 
value is determined by quantity of labour. Else 
why not freely allow the exceptions wherever 
they occur, and qualify the expression of the 
general rule accordingly*?’’ 

Ortly place in Ml-. Ricardo's work, where I 
heen able to find the expreesioit of the general riik pro^ 
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But the most sin^lar circumstance in fliis 

, 4 ) ° 

section is, that it unsettles all our notions re¬ 
specting quantity of labour itself. The grand^^ 
principle of Mr. Ricardo s work, which seemed 
as precise and definite as it could be^ the doc¬ 
trine that quantity of labour is the cause of 
value, which appeared to be fast anchored in 
the understanding, is unloosed from its moor¬ 
ings. We are here told of “ the difficulty of 

» r • I I 

comparing an bourns or a day’s labour in one 
employment with the same duration of labour 
in another.” The language of Adam Smith is 
quoted, to showthat it is often difficult to 

- I** 

ascertain the proportion between two different 
quantities of labour. The time spent in two 
different sorts of work will hot always determine 

m h. ’ 

this proportion. 

If this be trae, then quantity of labour has no 
determinate criterion, and Mr. Ricardo has 


pefly k the Index. He there eays, the qaan- 

tity of iahaiiur requisite to ohtatO eotnttiodHIes prindptU 
fiooree of their exehhii^hahle .. .* ‘ . - 
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proposed, not only as tbe canse bat the measare 
of value, that which is itself uoascertainable. 
There are only two possible methods of com* 
paring one quantity of labour with anodier; 
one is to compare them by the tinte expended, 
the other by the result produced.* The former 
is applicable to all kinds of labour; the latter 
can be used only in comparing Idbout bestowed 
on similar articles. If therefore, in estimating 
two difterent sorts of work, the time spent will 
not determine the proportion between tbe 
quantities of labour, it miist remain undeter¬ 
mined and undeterminable. 

2. We are furnished with cases of the second 
kind (namely, tho^ in which two commodities, 
once equal in value, havfj^ become unequal in 
value without any, change in the.quantity of la- 
hour respectitdy employed in aech) by Mr. Ri¬ 
cardo himself , . 

Take any two commodities of equal value, 
A and B, one produced by fix^ capitaband Ae 
other by labour, without the intervention of ma- 

* 1 I ' ' , 

chinery; and; suppose, t^t without any magfe 
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whatever in the fixed capital or the quantity 
of labour, there. I^hould happen to be a rise in 

the value of labour; according to Mr. Ricardo'% 

‘ •)* 

own showing, A and n would be instantly al¬ 
tered in their relation to each other; that is, 
they would bfecome unequal in value. At the 
fonner period being,equal in value, diey must, 
according to the doctrine under consideration, 
have been the products directly or indirectly of 
equal quantities of labour; but if at the latter 
period their values were taken as repre¬ 
sentative of the relative quantity of labour ex¬ 
pended on each, the result obtained would be, 
that they were the products of unequal quantities 
of labour. The doctrine, iferefore, that the 
values of commodities are representative of the 
respectivi^ quantities of labour required for 
their production, which is a direct corollary 
from the proposition diat; compiodities are to 

^ I 

each other in value as is their producing labour 
in quantity, cannot possiWy;be true. 

This again, it may be is allowed by 
Mr.Rifiardo and his followers; but if they 
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aljow it, why persist in calling quantity of la¬ 
bour the sole determining pfinciple of value? 
I^hy attempt to give the science an air of sim¬ 
plicity which it does not possess ? 

To these cases we may add the effect of 
time on value. If a commodity tSike more time 
than another for its production, although no 
more capital and labour, its value will be greater. 
The influence of this cause is admitted by 
Mr. Ricardo, but Mr. Mill contends, that time 
can do nothing; how then,” he asks, can 
it add to value?” “Time,” he continues, “is a 
mere abstract term. It is a word, a sound. 
And it is the very same logical absurdity to 
talk of an abstract Unit measuring value, and of 
tifne creating 

The alleged absurdity, however, will disap¬ 
pear, if We recur for a moment to the mental 
operation implipd in every creation of value. 
The time necessary to produce a commodity, 

* Elements of Pol. Ecoii. p. 09, ^ edition, lilie cre¬ 
dit of this argument, however, is due to Mr. McCulloch, 
whoee a-utliority is cited Mill. , ; ; 
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raay^ equally with the requisite quantity of la¬ 
bour, be a cousidferatioii which influences the 
mind in the interchange of useful or agreeable^ 
articles. We generally prefer a present pleasure 
or enjoyment to a distant one, not superior to it 
in other respects. We are willing, even at 
some sacrifice of property, to possess ourselves 
of vvha‘i would otherwise require time to pro¬ 
cure it, witliout waiting during the operation; 
as of what wmuld require labour, without 
personally bestowing the labour. If any arti¬ 
cle were offered to us, not otherwise attainable, 
except after the exj^ration of a year, we should 
be willing to give something to enter upon pre¬ 
sent enjoyment. On the patt of the capitalist, 
who profluces and prepares these articles, the 
time required for' the purpose is evidently a 
consideration which acts upon his mind. If the 
article is wine, he knows that t|ie quality is im¬ 
proved by keeping; he is aware that the same 
excellence caimot be imparted to ,uny wine, 
withbut the employment of capital for an equal 
period; and that people will be found to give 
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him the usual compensation rather than employ 
their own capitals in produSng a similar re^ 
suit. Thus time is really a consideration which 
may influence both buyers and sellers; nor is it 

Sf 

necessary lu ve to enter into any'rnetapby^oal 
inquiry into its nature in order to prove^its 
efteots, . 

The aiitiior of the Elements of Political 


Economy has made a curious attempt to re¬ 
solve tlie effects of time into expenditure of la¬ 
bour. If,” says he, ** the wine which is put 
in the cellar is increased in value one tenth by 
being kept a year, one tenth ttiore of lal)Our may 
be correctly considered as having been expended 
upon it'*'.” * . 


Now if any one proposition can be affirmed 
without dispute, it is this, that a fact can be 


correctly considered as havibg l^en place only 
when it really has taken place. In the instance 
adduced, no human being, % the terms of the 
supposition, has approached the wine, %v spent 
upon it a moment'or a single ipotion of hj^ 
^ Elements, Ih ^7 > edlition. 
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musclea. ‘As therefore no labour has been 
redly exercised,in any w^iy relating to the wine, 
a tenth more of labour cannot be correctly con¬ 
sidered as having been expended upon it, un¬ 
less that can be truly regarded as having oc- 

' ' *tr 

ciiFjfed which never happened. 

Doctrines of this *kind, which attempt to re¬ 
duce afl phenomena to a nniform expression, 
ought to be rigidly scrutinized. In the present 
instance, the eminent writer just quoted ap¬ 
pears to have been seduced by a preceding false 
generalization, tlmt, namely, wbieh de^signates 
capital as accumulated or hoarded labour. This 
is at best an aufcward mode of expression, which 
can answer no good purpose! When we accu- 

I' t 

mulate we add One thing to another, and it is 
essential to th|p process, that both should re¬ 
main ini; existence, But labour, consisting in 


the mere exertion of miiscular poWer, or in the 
equally ^vaheScent motions of the braih^ cbn- 


tinualiy'perishes in detai}, and therefore admits 
of no accumulation* It niay be Sdleged, ne- 


vertheless, that wh^i a feies of da^s’ labour 
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has been bestowed on any article, we may 

fairly say that there has beeif ^ accumulation 

of labour; one day’s labour has been added to 

another day s labour till they have amounted to 

a given number, suppose, for exahaple, a hun- 
• _ 

dred. The only accumulation here, however, 
is not an actual but an arithmetical one, and 

admitting the accuracy of the expression in this 

^ , 

sense, it amounts to this, that a hundred d^ys’ 
labour is an accumulation of labour, not that 
the article produced accumulated labour. 
The article produced is the result of labour, not 
' labour itself. To designate capital or commo¬ 
dities by the term accumulated labour is to call 
the effect an accumulation of the cause. 

In a rhetorical declamation, in the com¬ 
pressed and vigorous eloquence of a great mind 

disclosing its own comprehensive views by a 

\ 

few master strokes of expression^ such an iden¬ 
tification of cause and effect is often a positive 
beauty. The Knowledge is power” ^of Lord 
Bacon, is felicitous and forcible: but in philo¬ 
sophical discussion, phrases of this kind as 
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ground?? of reasoning, or as correct expressions 
of fact, mislead^ fiie mind intent on the pursuit 
of truth ; and I have no fear, that to those who 
are adequately aware of the importance of 
words in all moral and political researches, the 
objection, which I have urged to the language 
under, consideration,^ will either appear frivolous 
or unfounded. 


In this attempt to show that the value of ca¬ 
pital cannot be traced entirely to the quantity of 
producii^ l^|>our, I have taken into view those 
commodities only, the production of which is 
perfectly free to competition: and so iar as we 
have proceeded, the strictiires, which I have 
ventured to offer, apply rath^,to the manner in 
which the doctrine is asserted than to any thing 
actually maintained by its supporters. But the 
great defect of this theogr is, its overlooking the 
important fact, that capital consists,. not <mly 
of commodities of this class, but also'^of the 
commodities belonging to the other t^o ctees 


of our enunteration. To ^assert, that the value - 

^ ' ' ' ' ' ' 

of capital may be resolved into quantily of la- 
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bour, is to lose sight both of the m6dificatibns 
geiaerally adittitted, and, whrft Js of far greater 
moment, of causes which extend themselves in 
every direction through the mass of exchange¬ 
able products. 

It must be recollected, that although we have 
arranged commodities un^ier three divisions, 
yet they are all, not only promiscuously ex¬ 
changed for each other, but blended in pro¬ 
duction. A commodity, therefore, may owe 
part of its value to monopoly, and part to those 
causes which determine the value of umnono- 
polized products. An article, for instance, may 
be manufactured amidst the freest competition 
out of a raw mateftal, which a complete mono¬ 
poly enables its producer to sell at six times the 
actual cost; nnd the quantity of the raw mate¬ 
rial necessary might be so proportioned to the 
quantity of labpur required to work it up, that 
they would equally contribute to the value of 
the finished fabric. In this case it is 5>bvibus, 
that although the v^^lue of the article might 
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, < 
coti'ectly said to be determined by the quantity 

of capital expended upon it by the mauofeic- 

' i, 

turer, yet no analysis could possibly resolve 
the value of the capital into quantity of labour. 
Nor must it be supposed that is this a case of 
rare occurrence. In scarcely any instance could 
the value of capital b® traced to the quantity of 
labour lis its only ^urce, liable as every process 
of production is to the intrusion of articles de¬ 
riving their value from other causes. 

Hence for those economists, who object to the 
doctrine of the value of commodities being chiefly 
determined by the quantity of capital expended 
in their production, that it does not satisfy the 
whole of the inquiry, since "they want to know 
what has determined the value of the capital, 
the answer is easy. The value of the capital 
was probably determined by the v^ue of pre¬ 
ceding capital, which in, its turn deter- 

j ' i t ’ 

minM by preceding capital in the samejmanner. 
Does any one ask, what determined the^value of 
the first of th^e capitals,'^ frace them as far 
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back as we will ? I answer, perhaps inonopoly, 
perhaps the quantity of laboiir„or perhaps the 
value of labour; or possibly some combination 
of these. 

Let us take, for example, a piece of linen. 
The value of this has been ])roxiiuately (kti'r- 
iniiied by the capital expended in its nvannfac ~ 
ture. The capital expended consisted, *we will 
suppose, of food for the workmen and flax as 
the material. We have tljcn to inquire wliat 
has caused the value of the food and tlie flax ; 
and we inii^ht find it to bt‘ owing to the labour 
expended in raising it, or move probably to a 
monopoly possessed by the owners of land. In 
the former case it may be urged, the value of 
th(‘ capital is ultimately resolvable into the 
quantity of producing labour; and not the less 
so in the latter, since the value of the produce 
grown on superior soils is determined by the 
value of that grown on lands not (,‘oming under 
any description of monopoly, or in othei*words 
paying no rent. But it does not follow in the 
first case, that the value of the produce should 


Q 
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have been determined by the mere quantity of 
labour: it may have been atlected by the value 
of that labour, since the skill of those con¬ 
cerned ill raising’ it may have been better paid 
than in other employments, or liave done the 
work with half the usual number of hands, or 
there may be some peculiarity of hardship, aris¬ 
ing from the nature of the employment itself. 
In the second case, if the value of produce 
from a superior soil is regulated by the quantity 
of labour necessary to raise the same kind on 
inferior soils, it is not determined by tlie labour 
actually employed in raising such produce, and 
therefore the value of the produce is not resolv¬ 
able into quantity of labour. 

Hence it appears, that tlie value of capital 
may possibly be traced to quantity of labour 
as its origin, but it is not necessarily traceable 
to it; and we therefore could- not pronounce, 
that because a and b are equal iii‘ value, these 
two articles have been either directly or indi¬ 
rectly the products of equal quantities of la- 
hour, although no other circumstance existed 
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to render such a conclusion erroneous. If two 
samples of corn of equal tiyality, but from 
different soils, were submitted to us, and we 
were told that their prices were equal, we could 
not pronounce with any certainty that tliey 
were the results of equal labour One inioht 
have been produced by ^ fourth part of the 
labour required for the other, and yet\hey are 
of the same value. If gold and corn, or cloth 
and corn, w'^ere compared in the same way, 
there wM:)uld be a similar impossibility of telling 
that portions of these commodities of equal 
value had been produced by ecjual quantities of 
labour. 

We shall now te prepared to take a general 
survey of Mr. Ricardo s doctrine on the subject 
of the causes of value, and estimate it at its, 
real worth. He commences by stating, that 

commodities derive their exchangeable value 
from two sources: from their scarcity, and from 
the quantity of labour required to obtain them.' 
Articles of the first* kind he regards as compa¬ 
ratively unimportant,’and therefore professes to 
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restrict his inquiries to “ such commodities only 
as can be increagell in quantity by the exertion 
of human industry, and on the production of 
which competition operates without restraint/' 
Instead, however, of confining himself to these 
commodities, be enters into the consideration 
of the value of labour, of com, of gold, and 
of othef articles, in the production of which 
competition certainly does not operate without 
restraint; but which he is obliged to bring un¬ 
der that head, from the imperfect classification 
with which he sets out According to his own 
division, the value of these things should be 
determined by the quantity of labour necessary 
to produce them: but of none of them can 
this be asserted; for the value of labour can in 

4 

no sense be said to be determined by the quan¬ 
tity of labour necessary to produce it : the 
value of com in general is determined, on 
his own principles, by the quantity of labour 
required to raise corn on the worst soils in 
cultivation^ and not by the quantify of its own 
producing 'labour ; and in the same way’the 
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value of gold itself depmd^ not on the la¬ 
bour necessary to produce every individual 
portion of it, but on the labour necessary to 
extract it from the least fertile mjnes that are 
worked. 

Mr. Ricardo did ndt, evidently, allow suf¬ 
ficient importance to that ^urce of value which 
he calls scarcity; nor did he consistently bear 
in mind, that it was the very same principle 
which enabled the owner of land, or of mines, 
of more than common fertility, to raise the 
value of their articles beyond what would afford 
the customary profit. Instead of scarcity, or, 
in other words, monopoly, or protection from 
competition, being an unimportant source of 
value, and the commodities which owe their 
value to it forming a very small part of the 
mass of commodities daily exchanged in the 
market, we hav% seen that it is a most extensive 
source of value, and that the value of many of 
the most important articles of interchange must 
be referred to this as its origin. 

With regard to the causes of the value of 
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these commoditie|, which are left in every way 
perfectly free to* competition, the practical truth 
inculcated by Mr, Ricardo is this, that if the 
quantity of labour necessary for the production 
of a commodjity is increased or decreased, it 
rises or falls in value in relation to other com¬ 
modities, of which *the quantity of producing 
labour is not altered. This, however, is a truth 
not dependent on the quantity of labour being 

•f 

the sole cause of value, but on its being one of 
tbc causes. The same is true of every other 
cause of value. Any effect is necessarily in¬ 
creased if we increase any of its causes, 

Mr. Ricardo, indeed, explicitly allows the 
influence of other causes, such as time, differ¬ 
ences in the proportion of fixckl and circulating 
capital, and inequalities in the durability of 
capital, by which he admits the value of com¬ 
modities is liable to be affected.^ Notwithstand¬ 
ing these modifications, however, hm folidNvers 
contmue to lay down the position of quantity 
of labour being the sole cause of value in the 
most precise and positive terms; not that they 
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deny the exceptions, but they appear to lose 
sight of their existence, and fSrQquently fall into 
langnage incompatible with their admission; 
while they altogether overlook the source of 
value to be found in partis or incokplete mo¬ 
nopolies, and the intermixture in* production of 
commodities which are indiibted for their value 
to different causes. ^ 

On a review of the subject it appears, that 
economists attempt too much. They wish to 
resolve all the causes of value into one, and 
thus reduce the science to a simplicity of which 
it will not admit. They overlook the variety of 
considerations operating on the mind in the 
interchange of commodities. These considera¬ 
tions are the causes of valu^ and the attempt 
to proportion the quantities in which corarno- 
dities are exchanged for each other to the 
degree in whi«h one of these considerations 
exists, must be vain and inefioctual. AH in 
reality that can be accomplished on this^ subject 
is to ascertain the various causes of value; and 

* ' T 

when this is done, we may always infer, from 
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an increase or diminution of any of them, an 
increase or (liAinution of the effect. If 
Mr. Ricardo, as his admirers allege, has really 
enriched the science of political economy with 
any new md important truths (a point which 
this is not the place to decide), we may safely 
pronounce that they are not inferences from the 
doctrirfe, that the quantity of labour employed 
in the production of commodities is the sole 
determining principle of their value. It may be 
affirmed, without any hazard of error, that 
there is not one of them, whatever they may be, 
which would not equally flow from the more 
accurate proposition,, that it is the principal 
cause. A false simplification in matters of fact 
can be of no service, and can only tend to per¬ 
plex the mind of the inquirer by those perver¬ 
sions of language, those distortions of expres¬ 
sion, and those circuitous expedients of logical 
ingenuity, ii^hich it unavoidably engenders. 
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NOTE A {page 38). 

Mr. Ricardo introduces his notion of real jralne tn a 
somewhat obscure and indirect manner. 

He gives us no formal preliminary definition or explana¬ 
tion of the term, and had not perhaps, at the outset^ de*> 
fined it clearly in his own mind, although the idea seems to 
have mingled itself with all his speculations. In the 
opening of his book, the only kinds of value which he 
points out are value in use and value in exchange, as dis¬ 
tinguished by Adam l^ith; the latter of which is defined to 
be the power of purchasing. At the third page, neverthe¬ 
less, we find another kind of falue introduced, without 
comment or explanation, in an extract from the Wealth of 
Nations. “ The real price of every thing, what every 
thing really costs to the man who wants to acquire it, is 
the toil and trouble of acquiring it. What every thing is 
reallif worth to the'man who has acquired it, and who wants 
to dispose of it, or exchange it for something else, is the 
toil and trouble which 'it can save to himself, and which it 
can impose upon other people." 



2^4 NOT£S AND I*LLI^STRATIONS. 

In adoptiin^ this passage, however, Mr. Ricardo makes 
DO use of the new kindi of value introduced to his readers, 
and we hear nothing more of real value, till he applies 
the epithet to the value of wages, in the sense men¬ 
tioned in the text. See pages 11 and 12 of the Principles 
of Pol. Ecoii. and Taxation, third edition. At page 15 
he Introduces another kind of value, which be terms ab¬ 
solute,in a sense which 1 have not been able to seize, 
but this only incidentally, and no consequences are de¬ 
duced from it. At page 41 he says, “ when commodities 
varied in relative value, it would be desirable to have the 
means of ascertaining which of them fell and w'hich rose 
in rtal rfl/ae.’’* This appears to be the first passage ip which 
relative value and real value are fairly placed in contrast; 
and we gather from it, that the value, which he calls 
is not of a relative nature. We subsequently come to the 
passage quoted in the text, vrherein he uses the phrase real 
value as synonymous with the quantify of labour and capi¬ 
tal employed in producin^a coniinodity : whence it follows, 
that the real value of an object has no relation to the quan¬ 
tity of any other object which it will command, but solely 
to the cost of production, or rather it is the cost of pro¬ 
duction itself. If the cost of production is always the 
same, the real value is always the same* 

It may perhaps be contended, that Mr. Ricardo had a 
right to use. the term real value in any sense he chose, and 
that all which could be required bf him was consistency in 




its employment. Conceding this for the sake of argumenti 
y/e may yet remark, that it is an apoi^g^lnapplicableinthe 
present case, because he had already given us his dehni* 
tion of value, and was therefore bound to adhere to it, by the 
very principle here supposed to be offered in extenuation. 

If he had a right to use the term in any sehse he pleased, 
he had no right to destroy the essence ol his own defini¬ 
tion by an epithet annexed to the term defined. His defi¬ 
nition of the term, as the power of purchasing,/#nakes it 
essentially relative to something to be purchased, and it is 
annihilating his own meaning to transmute value, by the 
force of an epithet, into something in which no relation of 
this kind is implied. * 

It may still possibly he urged, that Mr. Hicardo is not 
liable to the charge of having deviated from his definition of 
valuef that he has strictly adhered to one meaning, and that 
the term real has not the neutralizing effect here assigned 
to it. If this were true, we might of course swbstih»tfl the 
definition for the term, which wool^ yield some curious re¬ 
sults. Tlie real value of an object in this case must be 
its real power of purchasing or commanding other objects 
in exchange; and we have already seen, that a power of 
commanding in exchange can be expressed only by a ijuan- 
tity of the commodity commanded. What then is the com- 
modity in which real value can be expressed? Mr. Ricardo 
tells UB, that the value of a thing in money, hats, coats, or 
corn, is only nominal value! In what commodity then shall 
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we express real value ? His answer must be, in none. !f his 
illuslTAtion is itself Safficient to show, that Mr. Ricardo’s 

f t 

notion of real value is totally irreconcilable and incompa¬ 
tible with his previous definition of the only kind of value 
of which he professes to treat. The argument is short 
and conclusive ; value, as the power of purchasing, can be 
expressed only by a quantity of the commodity to be pur¬ 
chased—real value cannot be so expressed—therefore 
value and real value are used in senses incompatible tod 
contradictory. 

In a foot-note to the text we have stated, that real value, 
as used by Mr. Ricardo, has no relation to any commodity 
unless it be to’ an imaginary one; namely, a commodity 
produced by an invariable quantity Of labour. But it must 
be observed, that if we had such a commodity, it would 
still not enable Mr. Ricardo or anybody else to furnish an 
expression of real value; it would only enable him to ex¬ 
press q variation in real value. For suppose gold to be 
such a commodity, and take any point of time, for exam¬ 
ple A. 1). 1600: suppose further, an object a to be worth 
at that {mriod so much gold, so much com, so much cloth: 

in this case, the value of a in gold would have no more 

% 

claim to the title of real value (even on Mr. Ricardo’s or 
any other personas theory) than its value in corn or cloth. 

t 

But we next compare the value of a in gold, corn, and 

i 

cloth, in tlie year 1800, and we find that it is worth only half 
as much gold, although worth as much corn as before> 
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and worth more cloth. Hcye then, according to Mr. Ri¬ 
cardo's doctrine, a has fallen to half its former real value, 
because worth only half as much gold, which by the suppo¬ 
sition is inyariable in real value. But although we can 
tell how much a has fallen in real value, we are no nearer 
obtaining ati expression of real value than we were before. 
Still the value of a in gold would be no more its real value, 
than tlie value of a in corn or cloth« Hence it is plain, 
that real value, in Mr. Ricardo's sense, is not valat| in rela¬ 
tion to any commodity whatever : consequently it does not 
mean power of purchasing, and Mr. Ricardo has used the 
word value, when coupled with the epithet real, in an ac¬ 
ceptation which excludes the whole of his own defi¬ 
nition. 

The same remarks will apply to Mr. Malthus’s notion of 
absolute value. “ If we could suppose,” says he, “ any ob¬ 
ject always to remain of^the same value, the comparison of 
other commodities with this one would clearly show which 
had risen, which had fallen, and which had remained the 
same. The value of any commodity, estimated in any mea¬ 
sure of this kind, might with propriety be called its absolute 
or natural value,” &c. &c.—-TVie Meamrc of V'alm stated 
and illustratedf page 2. 

To pass over the inconsistency already exposed, of sup- 
posing aoouuuodity to remain of the same value, and to 
take it as implying constancy in the circumstances of its 
produdBon, it is evident, tlmt, at mi assigned period, the 
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value of an}'commodity a, ir^ this invariable commodity 
whicli we may term *» would have no more ri^ht to the ap¬ 
pellation of real value than the value of a in any other com¬ 
modity. Assume another period, and the same remark 
would be applicable : if commodities had varied in the cir¬ 
cumstances of their production, the chang'e in their value 
to X would show such variation, which Mr. Malthus calls a 
variation in their absolute value, but still their value in x 

t 

would npt be absolute value, in Mr. Malthus’s sense, any 
more than their value in B, C, or 1>. 

It is to be remarked, tliat Mr. Ricardo is any things but 
consistent in the use of the term under consideration, or 
of the doctrine wdiich it implies. 

In fact, the more I examine bis writings, the more I am 
convinced that he had not formed any clear notions on the 
subject, that there was a radical confusion in his views 
regarding it. 

It is only occasionally that he intimates to his readers 
that he is speaking of real value; in general he professes to 
be speaking of “ exchangeable value,” sometimes of 
“ relative value,” as contradistinguished from that which 
is “ absolute” and real.” 

It is, in truth, curious to note the di4erent kinds of value 
of which he speaks in the coarse of his speculations. The 
following enumeration will show how far he is entitled to 
credit for the precision of his language and ideas on this 
subject. 
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Page 

Value in use.1 

Value in exchange, or exchangeable 

Value. 1,4. 

Real Ditto . 11, 41, 50. 

Absolute Ditto. 15, 

Relative Ditto. 15, 41. 

Nominal Ditto. 50. 

Natural Ditto., BO, 85., 

If the view of the s\ihject unfolded in these pages is at all 
correct, all these epithets (except peiiiaps the last) may 
he at once swept away. Even the adjunct exchangeable is 
tautological, the term value implying in itself a relation in 
exchange, or the power of commanding in exchange, and 
consequently any epithet which merely expresses the same 
idea being perfectly superfluous. The word, too, is ill 
adapted to convey the^ meaning imposed upon it. It is 
easy to understand what an exchangeable commodity is; a 
commodity, namely, which is caj»able of being exchanged ; 
and this is the proper meaning of the epithet; but what is 
meant by an exchangeable value is not so clear. The words 
import a value capable of being exchanged ; and although 
it is possible to speak of exchanging the value of a for the 
value of B without absolute absurdity, yet this is evi- 
dently not the sense in which the epithet is employed. All 
'that is meant by it is vafhe in exchangu, and not value fsa* 
pable of being exchanged. * The same epithet is sometimes 
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coupled with*tlie term relation|[iii which case the impro- 

i 

priety is still more It would be difficult for the 

greatest ingenuity to find out any way in which the rela¬ 
tion between two commodities can be capable of b^ing ex¬ 
changed. If it were permitted to introduce a new term, 
perhaps the epithet exchangive might be useful to mark the 
particular kind of relation wliich wc are now obliged to 
designate by the phrase relation in exchange.” The ex- 
c/mngit?c' relation Of a commodity would be less objection¬ 
able than the exchangmbk relation; and if this term were 
adopted, it would supply a deficiency wliicli most writers 
on political economy must have occasionally felt. 

In the text, I have noticed the improper use of the 
terms real and nominal value, in our English economists 
only. The celebrated French writer, M. Say, commits 
precisely the game error. 

If different commodities,” says he, “ have fallen in 
different ratios, some more, others less, it is plain they 
must have varied in relative value to each other. That 
which has fallen, stockings for instance, has changed its 
value relatively to that which has not fallen, as butcher's 
meat; and such as have fallen in equal proportion, like 
stodcings and sugar in our hypothesis, have varied in realf 
though not in relaiitte value. —There is this difference be¬ 
tween a real and a relative variation of price; that the for¬ 
mer is a change of value, arising xrom an alteration of the 
charges of production; the Intier, a change arising from 
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an alteration of the ratio If value of one pirticular com¬ 
modity to other conimodmes.” — Wreathe on PoL JEcM* 
translated hy C. R, Prinsep, book ii, efiap. 3. 

NOTE B (page 61). 

. ‘ ^ 

The source of such barren and pa^do^ical proposi¬ 
tions as are noticed in the text, is to be found in the 
notion of real value j and that yotion being conc^ed as 
a preliminary, these propositions logically fOlloV from it. 
We must look for the origihal fallacy therefore in the notion 

itself, the intrinsic inconsistency of which has been already 

, 1 , 

sufficiently exposed. 


NOTE C {page 70). ; 

To avoid misconception it may be nece^^ary to state, 
that in this and the preceding chapter it has been intended 
simply to explain the nature of a rise in the value of labour 
and a rise in profits, not the cause^ on which they depend, 
or the way in which they actually take plabe. In maiii- 
talnlng tiiat there is no inconsistency in supposing a simul^ 
taneous rise of labour and of profiibs, I profess not to en* 
ter into the question whether such a rise “does ever or Can 
ever take /place, but contend solely, that in cases of im* 
proved productive' power, the prodtiet might be so divided, 
that the rate , of profits should he increased, while the 
value of labour was enhanced ; and that this would be ne- 
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cessarily the hesult, were the ij'oduct divided in the wcy 
described in the bypotketical case adduced by Mr. Hicardo. 




NOTE I) {page 103). 

The universality of the sup]>osition, that a commodity 

must itself be invariable in order to serve as a measure of 

« 

value, will appear from the following extracts. 

“ As a measure of qu^antity, such as the natural foot, 
fathom, of handful, which is continually varying in its own 
quantity, can never be an accurate measure of the quantity 
of other things; so a commodity, which is itself continually 
varying in its own value, can never be an accurate measure 
of -the value of other commodities. Equal quantities of 
labour at all times and places, may be said to be of equal 
value to tbe labourer. In his ordinary state of health, 
strengtih, and spirits, in the qrdinary degree of his skill 
and dexterity, he must always ky^down the same portion 
of his ease,* his liberty, and his happiness. The price 
«idiich he pays must aly^ays be the same, whatever may be 
the quantity ol goods which he reemves in return for it. 

Qf these, indeed, it may sometimes purchase a greater 
and sometimes a smaUeir quantity *, but it is their value 
which vanes, not that of ^ labour which piafehimesthem. 

At all ^mes and places, that h dear whidh It k difficult 
to eome »t» or ^ioh It costs much labour to acquire; and 
that cheap wldoh is to be had easily, Or vM ysry Httie la^ 
boar. Imbow alone, thorefenm, never varyihgr in its own 
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value, is alone the ultimat^and veal standard by v^hleh the 
value of all eommodities can at all fin^es and {daces be es* 
timated and compared.” — Wealth of Nations^ by Adam 
Smithy book i, chap. 5. 

That money, therefore, ^hich constantly preserves an 
equal value, which poises itself, as it we|^e^ in a just equi¬ 
librium between the fluctuating proportion of the value of 
things, is the only permanent and qqual scale by which value 
can be measured.” — Inquiry into the Pr^iptes of 
Pol. Mcon.^ by Sir Janies Stuart, book iil, chap. 1. 

‘‘ Incapacities of the Metals to perform tlie Office of 
an invariable Measure of Value.”—> [bid. 'Fitle to chap, iii, 
book 3, 

** As nothing can be a real measure of magnitude and 
quantity, which is subject to variations in its own dimen¬ 
sions, so nothing can be a real measure of the value of 
other commodities, which is constantly varying in its own 
value.” — An Inquiry into the Nature and Origin qf Puh^ 
lie Wealth, by the Earl of Lauderdak, page 25, second edit. 

“ Le principal caract^re d’un memre est d’Mre tnoo- 
riable* (Test en appliquant successivement une mesure 
Invariable & des quandt^s variable, qu’on pent ae former 
une idde deleur rapports; mais <^and on applique une 
mesure variable k des quantites qui le Sont aiiss^ on n’ap-^ 

A 

prend iien. Une poigne^ une coud^e, ne sont pas des nie* 
siires propre k comparer les dimensions, puisqu’elles va« 
rient dans cheque individu ; il en seralt de m^me ii*un nu- 

r2 
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ro^raire dont ia i^aleur varieraitT soit dans le nt^me temps 
dans^il^rens endroits,''soit dans le endroit dans dif- 
f^rens temps; il ne pourrait g'uere servir Sl meeurer d’au- 
tres Talcurs*” Cours D*Ecommie Politique, par lienri 
Storch, premifere Parties liv. v, chap. 2, 

** Silyer is more yaluable, when it will purchase a largpe 
quantity of commodities, titan when it will purchase a 
smaller quantity. It capnot, therefore, serye as a mea¬ 
sure, the*first requisite of which is invariability.”— A 
Treatise on Pol, Bern., by J, B. Say, translated from the 
Prench, by C, R. Prinsep, booki, chap. 21. 

** When commodities varied in relative value, it would be 
desirable to have the means of ascertaining^ which of them 
fell and which rose in real value, and this could be effected 
only by comparing them, one after another, with some in¬ 
variable standard measure of value, which should itself be 
subject to none of the fiuctuations to which other commo¬ 
dities are exposed.” — Principles of Pol, Econ. and Taxa¬ 
tion^ by jD. Ricardo, E^,, page 42, third edition. 

l^abour, like all other commodities, varies, from its 
> pleiity or scarcity compared wltli the demand for it, and 
at different times, and in different countries, commands very 
different quanlltieB of the first necessary of life; and fur¬ 
ther, froip the different degrees of skill, and of assistance 
from mihshlnery with which labour is applied, the products 
of labour are not in proport^n tp the quantity exerted. 
Consequently, labour, in any eense in which the term can 
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be applied, cannot be coi%idered as an aecurate and 
dard measure of real value in ex^ange.*'*^ Pmcip^ 
Pol, Econ,f by Rev. T* R, Maltims, page 125, 

It is to be remarked, that in the preceding passage, Mr. 
Malthus rejects labour as an. accura;te me^ure of value, 
because it is noi invariable. In his pan^hlet on this sub* 
ject he has altered his views, and maintains labour to be 
an accurate measure, because it is invariable. In both 
cases he proceeds equally on the doctrine, that tnvarlable* 
ness of value is necessary in a measure of value. 

“ A standard^ by a reference to which we may ascer¬ 
tain the fluctuations in the exchangeable |>ower of other 
things, must itself possess an exchangeable value fixed and 
unalterable. 

Nothing can be an accurate measure of value, except 
that which itself possesses an invariable value.”— Ai>i £i- 
say on the Production oX Wealth^ by R, Torrens, Msq., pages 
56 and 59v 

There is no point so diflicult (o ascertain, as a varia¬ 
tion of value, because we have no fixed standard measure 
of value; neither nature nor art furnish us with a commo¬ 
dity, whose value is incapable of change; and such alone 
would afford ifs an accurate standard of value.”— Gowef* 
satians on Pol. Econ*, by Mrs. Marcet, page 330^ 

* * Money, that is, tlie precious metals in coin, serves prac¬ 
tically as a measure of ^ike, as is evident from what has 
immediately been said, A hertmn quantity of the precious 
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metiU ift taken as a known va|j<e, and tbe vuiue of other 
things moasured by that value; one oommddity is twice, 
another thrice the value of such a portion of the metal, and 
80 on. 

“ It is evident} however, that this can remain an accu¬ 
rate measure of value only if it rernmns of the same 
value itself. If a commodity, which was twice the value 
of an ounce of silver, becomes three times its value; we 
can only know what change has taken place in the value of 
this commodity, if we know that our measure h un¬ 
changed/’— Mknmis of Poi. £cO»., Jmtu Mill, Msq, 
second edit., page lOS. , 

A standard is that which stands still, while other 
things move, and by this means serves to indicate or mea¬ 
sure the degree in which they have advanced or receded.’^^** 
And a, standard of value most itself stand still, or be sta¬ 
tionary iu value.”— Templap* Dialogues on Pol. 
Peon., London Magazine, May 1^4, page 558, 

** That great desideratum in political economy, an uni¬ 
form measure of value.” — on the Effectspro^ 
duced bp the Expenditure qf Government^ bg Wm, Bla&e^* 
jEsj. 

It will not be thought uninteresting to ex&mine what no¬ 
tions on the subject of a measure of value were enter¬ 
tained by so clear a thinker as Jiocke. He considered, that 
the value of commodities is deterihined by the proportion 
of th^ quantity to the vent'that the vent of money being 
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always ** sumcient and moi* than enough,”—*** Hs quantity 
alone is enough to regular and determine its value, with* 
out considering any proportion between its quantity and 
vent, as in other commodities.” Hence he argues, that so 
long as the quantity of money in a country remains the 
same, its value is invariable, and it will serve to measure the 
varying value of other things. In his own words — 


** Money, whilst the same quantity of it is passing up 
and down the kingdom in trade, is really a standing mea¬ 
sure of the falling and rising value of other tiiingS 5 in re- 
ference to one another: and the alteration'of price is truly 
in them only. But if you increase or lessen the quantity 
of money current in jlrafiic, in any place, ihen the altera¬ 
tion of value is in the money : and if, at the same time, 


wheat keep its proportion of vent to quantity, money, to 
speak truly, alters its worth, and wheat does not, though it 
sell for a greater or less price than it did before. For 
money, being looked upon as the standing measure of 
other commodities, men consider and speak of it still as 
if it were a st anding measure, though, when it has varied 
its quantity, it is plain it is not.” 

In this passage may be remarked the same error, that 1 
have pointed out id other economists, of supposing an al¬ 
teration in value can take ^ilaee in one commodity, while 
the commodity compared with it remains the same; 
** money alters its wortlf and wheat does not.” Yet in the 
subsequent paragraph, the sound sense of this profound 
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reasi>^r earned him to the trulif although into some ap¬ 
parent ideonsistency 5 afor he adds^ “ But the value or 

« 

price pf all commodities, amon§^st which mohey passing in 

' ' ' 

trade is truly one, consisting in proportion, yon alter this, 
as you do all other proportions, whether you increase one, 
or lessen the other.” — Comidtrations on the lowering of 

t 

Interest and raking tfw Valutcf ilifone^. 

It may be further remarked on the former of these pas- 
sages, tha^, taking him on his own theory, the measure which 
he describes, like the measures of other economists, would 

a 

not enable us to ascertain any variations of value, for these 
are necessarily exhibited in the prices of commodities, but 
would indicate in which commodiUes the changes origin¬ 
ated. While money remained unaltered as to the causes 
of value operating upon it, which it would do on his princi¬ 
ples as long as it remained the same in quantity, all varia¬ 
tions in the prices of commodities must necessarily pro¬ 
ceed from alterations in the proportion between the quan¬ 
tities of such commodities and their vent, and this is all 
that, under the circumstances supposed, Mr. Locke’s stand¬ 
ing measure would show. ' ^ 

On reviewing this subject from first to last, it appears 
to me, that nearly the whole of the vagueness, confusion, 
and perplexity in which it has been involved, may be traced 
to an unconscious vacillation between two distinct ideas. 
There are evidently two senses in* which the term measur¬ 
ing value is employed, and it Is the unconscious passing 
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an4 repassltig from one t| the other, which has bieeD the 
source of the mischief; one of thesO^ei^ses, and the only pro*' 
per sense, is, ascertaining the mutual value of two commo^* 
dities by their separate reladons to a third , the other is, as¬ 
certaining, when two commodities have varl^ in Value, in 
which of them the variation has originat^. The transitidn 
from one of these ideas to the other 3s, Tthink, perceptible 
in the doctrine examined in the that money is a good 
measure of value for commodities at the same tiiSe, but not 
for commodities at different times. In the first part of this 
proposition, the term measure is used in the former sense, 
and it is meant to assert, that the value of commodities to each 
other is shown by their prices, or values in money. In 
the latter part of the proposition, a transition is made to 
the second meaning, and it is intended to say, that the 
value of n commodity in money at different periods does 
not show whether thei^ ^9 been any alteration in the cir¬ 
cumstances of its production; whether any variation in 
price has originated with it, or with the mCney in which 
its value is expressed. If we do not suppose this transi¬ 
tion to he made, hut'that one sense is rigidly adhered to, 
the proposition liable to all the objections brought 
agfunst it in Hie text. 


It is probably the latter construction of the term measure, 
under which invariableiyss has been so generally supposed 
requisite. B^ut this, as is^ shown in the course of the pre¬ 
sent chapter, would not be invariahlenesB of value, but in- 
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variableiiess of cost, or invariab^uess hi the circumstances 
of production; and.wfiat would be measured by it would 
be that cost, or those circumstances, and not value* 


JVOTE E {page 133). 

The reasoning in the text shows, that on the supposition 
that commoditities were ,tt) each other in value as the quan> 
titles of labour required to produce them, any commodity 
produced by labour alone, however variable the quantity of 
that labour, would enable us to ascertain all that Mr. Ri* 
cardo regards as to he derived exclusively from a commo¬ 
dity produced by an invariable quantity of labour; pro¬ 
vided a register were kept of the varying quantities of the 
producing labour required. In both cases, the prices of 
the standard (if we may so call it) at different; periods, 
would be equally necessary. In the one case, the circum- 
'stance of invariableness in the labour expended would 
save the trouble of keeping such a register, and simplify 
our calculations; but in the other case, the result w'ould be 
attained, if not with equal ease, at least witli equal cer¬ 
tainty. ' 

‘ note F ( page 150). 

f ^ 

< 

The author of the Templars' Dialogues has also exa- 

^ ' 1 

mined this table, but it appears to me that he has fallen 
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into some singular misconceptions of Mr. Malthus's mean* 
ing. At least he has conetraod it* C^erently from what it 
Ss represented in the text, and pnsequently either he or 
myself must be in error— possibly the latter. I can only 
say, that I have been at pains to understand md scrupulous 
not to misrepresent the scope of Mr. h^thus’s argument. 
At the same time I must confess, that with all the patient 
attention which 1 have given to the speculations of the 
latter, there are many parts of ^ 'Hie Measu/e of Value 
stated and illustrated” which 1 am unable to comprehend. 


NOTE G (page 15). 

It is to be observed, that many writers consider mea¬ 
suring and expressing value as the same thing. This is 
directly maintained by M. Say, in the following passage, 
Quant k la me.sure de la valeur de deux objets qui 
sont en presence, leup deux valeurs se mesurent Tune par 
Tautre. Si Ton a dix livres de ble pour une lirre de caf<5, 
le caf^ vaut dix fois autant que Kble; et chacuue de ces 
cboses est la mesure de Tautre. La monnaie n'a a cet 
egard aucun priviUge. Trente sous sont la valeur d’une 
Jiyre de cafe, et un| livre de cafid marque la valeur des trentes 
sous aussi iSien que les diverses clioses que Ton peut 
acquerir avec cette monnaie.” — Note in M, Sgy*.? Edition 
( page 124, vol. i) of “ Cours d'Economic Politique, par 
Henri Storch,** 

It is not correct, however, to regard these two opera- 
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lions as identical* To mea8ure|implies, either directly or 
indirectly* the ascertainment of a ratio between two objects 
by the intervention of a third. We say, it is true, that w6 
have measured the length of a building, when we have 

found its ratio to a yard or a foot, but this is because the 

*■ 

length of other objects in feet is known to us, and there¬ 
fore, when we have the length of the building in feet, we 
have it in a common denomination: the ratio of the 
building to the foot, detfiermihes its place in the common 
scale; or, in other words, determines its ratio to a variety 
of other objects. We should scarcely consider the length 
of a building to be measured, if its ratio was determined 
only to a staff or rod, the length of which in relation to 
any other object could not itself be ascertained. 

In the same way, when we say the value of a commodity 
A is measured when expressed in money, it is because we 
know already the relatiorts in value between money and a 
variety of other commodities, and therefore the value of a 
in money instantly deteimines its relation to all these ob¬ 
jects. The idea of intermediatiOM is still implied. But 
although to express the value of 't commodity in money 
may thus be considered as equivalent tQ measuring it, we 
could not with propriety apply the latter term to the ex¬ 
pression of the Yidue of a commodity in another commo¬ 
dity of no known or ascertainable relation to any thing 
else. 

The following passage from one of Locke’s able tracts on 
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NOTES AN*^ UXUSTEATIONS. 

• # * 

raising the^value of money, so acciiratel}^ describes tlie 

only process which can bfe terme^with propriety measur- 
Jng^alue, that I cannot resist the temptation of inserting 
it here in confirmation of my own views. 

“ By this measure of commerce, viz, the quanlity of 

t 

silver, men measure the value of all other thifigs. Thus to 
measure what the value of lead is to wlfcat, and of either 
of them to a certain sort of linen cloth, the quantity of 
silver that each is valued at, dJ^^sells for, neeiJs only be 
known; for if a yard of cloth he sold for half an ounce of 
silver, a bushel of wheat for one ounce, and a hundred 

f 

weight of lead for two ounces; any one presently sees and 
says, that a bushel of wheat is double the value of a yard 
of that cloth, and but half the value of an hundred weight 
of lead.”— further Considerations concerning raising the 
Value qf Mone^, 

NOTE H {page 158). 

Many of the strictures which have been made on 
Mr. Ricardo’s writings, in this anH other chapters, would 
he in some degree obviated if two things were conceded, 
namely, if we assume* that he was constantly speaking of 
real value, and if we were to grant him the absurdity 
which we have shown this , expression to imply; or, in other 
words, if we were to consider it as importJhg cost of 
production, without reiation to the power of commanding 
in exchange. But then^ although some inconsistencies 
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wouM by this*meatis be obviated or espledne^ away, we 
should obtain in their {^lace a dumber of others equally 
irrewincHaWe, and alSo a series of unmeaninj and identi- 
cal propofiiHous. For instaoce, the proposition that a 
million of men always produced the same value, but not 
the same riches, would be reduced to this, that what a mil¬ 
lion of men produced always cost the labour of a million 

of men: a » The truth appears to be, that the idea 

1 

of real vahte was seldo^ distinctly present to his mind, 
although there was almost constantly an obscure reference 
to it. 


NOTE I {pag» 178). 

In speaking sometimes of a commodity produced by an 
invariable quantity of labour as a measure, and sometimes 
of the labour itself in that character, Mr. Ricardo has in 
fact used the term in the two senses mentioned in note D, 
and jphssed from one to the other without being conscious 
of it. When he says, that a commodity produced by an 
invariable quantity of labour would serve to measure the 
variadone of other things, his meaning, as we have before 
shown, amounts to this, that such a commodit^v would serve 
to indicate the i^ations in tbeoost of production, or pro¬ 
ducing labobr of other commodities. But to employ the 
quantity^ of producing labour itselfras a measure in .this 
sense woedd V ondeavourlug to.,ascertain what is already 
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prestipposefl.^ When, tfferefore, he afi&ms labour 
be a common measure of value, h^ niakfis a transition to 
the other sense of the phrase, and lAeans, that when the 
quantities of labour respectively required to produce com* 
modities are known, their values in relation to each otW 
are thereby determined. / 

This distinction, constantly borne in iflind, would»l atU 
persuaded, throw great light upon the obscurity wliich 
clouds many discussions in polili^l echnomy, |nd clearly 
show the source whence it has proceeded. 


THE END. 
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